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PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


The articles in this volume, as in all others in the Collected 
Studies Series, have not been given a new, continuous 
pagination. In order to avoid confusion, and to facilitate 
their use where these same studies have been referred to 
elsewhere, the original pagination has been maintained 
wherever possible. 

Each article has been given a Roman number in order ef 
appearance, as listed in the contents. This number is 
repeated on each page and quoted in the index entries. 

References to the Addenda at the end of the volume are 
indicated by asterisks in the margin by the passages 
concerned. 


PREFACE 


One of the more trying aspects of writing a lengthy study is that one has to 
‘put the nose to the grindstone’. In the course of research many interesting 
topics and themes emerge which one would like to look at further, but it is 
wiser to concentrate on the task at hand. This at least was my experience, 
when I was preparing my study on Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of 
Plato, which first appeared in 1983 in a provisional edition (dissertation 
Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam), and was soon thereafter published in a 
slightly revised version (Leiden 19862). The studies collected together in this 
volume were, with one exception, written in the years 1984-89, They tackle 
questions that intrigued or perplexed me while I was working on the above- 
mentioned study, but which I did not find time to investigate in depth until 
later. If these studies have a certain unity of perspective and purpose, as I 
would like to think, then the reason will no doubt lie in the circumstances just 
outlined. 

The one exception is study VIII on the interpretation of Philo’s De 
aeternitate mundi, published in 1981. It is in fact the remnant of an earlier 
research project. When I first started working on Philo, my aim was to 
prepare a study on the literary and philosophical features of the five so-called 
philosophical treatises, and their relation to the remainder of Philo’s euvre. 
But three of these works are only available in an Armenian version, and the 
absence of reliable translations caused me to abandon the project (in the case 
of De animalibus the lacuna has since been filled by A. Terian, but De 
providentia still awaits a critical edition, translation and commentary). 

While writing my study on Philo’s use of Plato’s famous cosmological 
dialogue, I became convinced that the clue to his thought lay in the correct 
appreciation of the relation between exegesis and philosophy. In taking this 
view I built on the foundations laid by the magisterial studies of Valentin 
Nikiprowetzky on Philo’s use of scripture, even if I did not agree with him 
on every point. Exegesis and philosophy thus constitute two divisions of this 
collection, while a third on theology brings the two central concerns even 
closer together in a concentration on specifically theological themes. As 
argued in a methodologically oriented essay with the hopefully not too 
pretentious title ‘How to read Philo’ (study II), one should not pursue Philo’s 
philosophical thought without taking the exegetical context into account. For 
this reason it is of paramount concern that we understand how Philo 
undertakes to present his exegesis. There still remains a great deal of research 
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to be done in this area, particularly in the case of his great Allegorical 
Commentary. Two long articles are devoted to this question (studies [V—V), 
undertaking both to summarize the state of current research and point the 
way to fresh avenues of approach. 

Another concern which emerges in most of the studies in this volume is 
the attempt to place Philo in his context in the history of philosophy. 
Although it is agreed by all nowadays that Philo stands close to the begin- 
nings of Middle Platonism, much still remains unclear. In studies VI, [IX and 
XI an attempt is made to supply and evaluate further evidence in this area. 
Studies XI and XII also look forward to a later period, when Philo will exert 
an important influence on Patristic thought, and especially the ideas of the 
Alexandrian theologians Clement and Origen. Although H. A. Wolfson’s 
view on the importance of Philo for the history of philosophy cannot be 
accepted in the extreme form in which he presents it (see the critique in study 
X), he is surely right in seeing Philo as a milestone in the history of thought, 
as the Judaeo-Christian and Greek traditions converge and meet for the first 
time. The theme of Philo’s impact on Patristic thought is one of the areas in 
which I intend to continue my researches during the forthcoming period. 

I would like toexpress a warm vote of thanks to the various publishers who 
generously gave me permission to reproduce the studies and reviews 
collected in this volume. Their names are recorded in the table of contents. In 
this regard it would not be unfair to make special mention of the Dutch 
publisher E. J. Brill in Leiden. More than half the studies in this book 
originally appeared in journals or series published by this firm. 

The appearance of this collection is a fine opportunity to indicate my debt 
to the three Dutch scholars who encouraged me to pursue my studies from 
the time that I arrived in this country, namely Professors A. P. Bos, J. C. M. 
van Winden, J. Mansfeld (in chronological order). Also I am deeply indebted 
to the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (N.W.O.), who sup- 
ported me financially for most of the period during which these articles were 
written. My other friends in the world of Philonic scholarship are so 
numerous that it wouldbe invidious tosingleout any of them in particular. 
Their names will be found richly distributed throughout this book. 


DAVID T. RUNIA 
Faculteit der Wijsbegeerte 
Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam 
The Netherlands 


July 1990 


PHILO, ALEXANDRIAN AND JEW* 


“What does Jerusalem have to do with Athens?’ was the question posed 
by the Church Father Tertullian in one of his powerful attacks on 
pagan culture. The answer he expected his rhetorical question to 
receive was, of course: ‘nothing at all’. Our answer in the context of 
this article might rather be: ‘Alexandria has to do with them both’. 
Although the city of Alexandria has gained its own niche in the history 
of Western culture, it could be argued that the important role played 
by this city in the history of Judaism and Christianity receives less 
attention than it deserves. First the Jewish community and later the 
Christian Church flourished there for a period that spanned nearly a 
millenium. These two communities had their own Bible in a version 
which has remained canonical in the Eastern Church to this very day. 
The recent initiative of Marguerite Harl and her team of collaborators 
to prepare translations and commentaries on the books of the Septu- 
agint under the title La Bible d’Alexandrie deserves the highest praise.! 

The aim of this contribution is to introduce the reader to one of the 
most outstanding figures in the long history of Alexandria, the Jew 
Philo. The main reason we are in a position to know so much about 
this man and his thought is that about fifty of his writings have been 
preserved. This introductory account will chiefly concentrate on Phi- 
lo’s thought as seen from the perspective of the interaction between 
Greek and Jewish ideas that takes place in the above-mentioned works. 
But first we shall have to find out a little more about the city and the 
man who lived his entire life there. 


* This article was originally published in a Dutch version under the title ‘Philo, 
Alexandrijn en Jood’ in the journal for Dutch classics teachers Lampas 22 (1989) 205- 
218, as part of a special number devoted to the question of the acculturation of Jews 
in the Greco-Roman society of their time. The general theme of the fascicle deter- 
mined the particular emphases of my article, which was intended to present Philo as 
a kind of case study. 

1 Titles that have appeared so far are Harl (1986), Harlé-Pralon (1988), Le 
Boulluec-Sandevoir (1989). 
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The Jews in Alexandria 


In the first decades after the death of Alexander the Great, when the 
Ptolemaic dynasty came to power in Egypt, a large number of Jews 
emigrated from Palestine to Egypt.2 Jews settled there as mercenaries, 
labourers, farmers, merchants; sometime they were brought along or 
purchased as slaves. It did not take long before a considerable number 
of Jews settled down in the Egyptian capital, which at that time had 
only recently been founded by Alexander the Great in 331 B.C. In time 
this community became the most important and influential in the 
entire Jewish diaspora. In Alexandria the Jews formed, after the Greek- 
Macedonian citizen body and the native Egyptian populace, the most 
important ethnic minority group. They gained the right to form their 
own noAitevua, i.e. they possessed limited rights of self-administration. 

It is particularly striking how quickly Greek became the primary 
language of the Alexandrian Jewish community. From the second 
century B.C. onwards there were probably few Jews there who could 
still speak or read Hebrew. That Philo himself had no knowledge of 
Hebrew is almost certain. It was therefore an event of enormous 
importance for the Jewish community in Alexandria that the Hebrew 
Bible was translated into Greek. In the so-called Letter of Aristeas’ and in 
one of Philo’s writings we read an account of how King Ptolemy 
Philadephus, who reigned from 283 to 246, invited the High Priest in 
Jerusalem to send a delegation of wise men who could translate the 
Jewish Law, and how through providential intervention all 72 trans- 
lators achieved an identical result. Not all aspects of this story, we may 
presume, are equally legendary. Elias Bickermann put forward strong 
arguments for the possibility that the King did indeed take such an 
initiative.4 It is clear that we have here a kind of ‘foundation-myth’ of 
the Alexandrian Jewish community. From now on the Jews could live in 
accordance with their z&tpia #86n; by means of the authorized trans- 
lation these had, as it were, received a divine imprimatur. 

But when Philo was born into this community its finest years already 
belonged to the past. The paternalistic government of the Ptolemies 
had given way to a stricter Roman regime. The harmonious picture of a 
community that lived in peace with its ethnic neighbours no longer 


2 On the settlement of Jews in Egypt see Hengel (1980) 85ff. 

3 The dating of this work is controversial. The majority of scholars date it to the 2nd 
century B.C., i.e. quite some time before Philo. One or two scholars, however, 
maintain that it is dependent on Philo and was written in the Ist century A.D. 

4 J‘ickermann (1976). An excellent survey of all facets to do with the Septuagint in 
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represented the reality of the existing situation. Moreover it is appar- 
ent from the evidence in Philo’s writings that there were important 
divisions within the Jewish community itself. Some of its members were 
all in favour of virtually complete acculturation; others, including 
Philo, wanted to restrain such a process within carefully circumscribed 
limits. Philo we know to have been a member of a wealthy and highly 
influential family. His brother was alabarch (probably the official 
responsible for the collection of Jewish taxation). His nephew was the 
notorious Tiberius Julius Alexander, who, as an apostate from his 
Jewish beliefs, ldter became Governor of Egypt. Philo thus belonged to 
the elite of Alexandrian Jewish society. But about the actual details of 
his life we are almost completely in the dark, with the exception of a 
single important incident. In 38 A.D. a kind of pogrom took place in 
the Jewish quarters of Alexandria, condoned or even encouraged by 
Flaccus, the praefectus of Egypt. In response the Jews decided to defend 
themselves at the very highest level, sending a delegation, of which 
Philo was appointed leader, to the Emperor Gaius Caligula in Rome. A 
vivid description of the riots in Alexandria and the considerable 
dangers of the embassy are portrayed by Philo in the two works by 
which he is best known to classicists, the In Flaccum and Legatio ad 
Gaium. At the beginning of the latter work Philo informs his reader 
that he is an old man with white hair. This is a topos, to be sure, with a 
clear allusion intended to Plato Timaeus 22b, but all the same we may 
deduce that he was no longer young. It can be assumed that he was 
born in about 15 B.C. He thus lived during the reigns of the emperors 
Augustus, Tiberius, Caligula and presumably into the reign of Claud- 
ius, an exact contemporary of Jesus Christ and about two decades older 
than Seneca and Paul. It was a time of decisive importance for the 
history of Western civilization, a period with consequences that Philo 
will certainly not have foreseen.° 


Philo’s two names 


Philo is one of the very few personalities from the ancient world who in 
the course of time has acquired a double name. He is known both as 


Har]-Dorival-Munnich (1988). 

> In a remarkable passage at De vita Moysis 2.43-44 Philo remarks that the Jewish law 
has not been given its due recognition because of the nation’s lack of prosperity. If 
the situation of the Jews would improve, then all nations would abandon their own 
customs and honour our laws alone. The advent of Christianity caused this 
prediction to be at least partly fulfilled. 
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Philo Alexandrinus and Philo Judaeus. It is in fact interesting to observe 
how classicists use these two names. My impression is that there is a 
very definite preference for the former, usually in the form of Philo of 
Alexandria. But every now and then, when a scholar feels a (perhaps 
unconscious) need to indicate that Philo is really an odd fish in the 
classical pond, the other name suddenly appears. As far as we are 
concerned, both names are equally appropriate, for they both express 
essential aspects of his life and work. 

Philo can be called Alexandrinus, not only because he spent his 
entire life in the Egyptian metropolis, but also because of his great 
knowledge of and love for Greek culture, and especially Greek philo- 
sophy. This positive attitude to Greek culture he holds in common with 
Alexandrian Judaism in general. But we can be certain that his exten- 
sive knowledge of Greek literature, science and philosophy was quite 
exceptional in the Jewish context, as is indicated in a brief notice on 
him in Josephus’ Antiqutties (18.259). In a rare autobiographical pass- 
age he tells us that he gained acquaintance with the various subjects of 
the so-called encyclical or intermediate studies (€yxdKAtog nadia), 
such as grammar, geometry and music. But, driven on by the goads of 
philosophy, he was convinced that he should not tarry among these 
subjects for too long, but should move on to the higher study of ‘things 
divine and human and their causes’. The extent of Philo’s knowledge 
' of philosophy has been a matter of some debate. The well-known 
French classicist A.J. Festugiére maintained that Philo was no more 
than ‘un homme moyen cultivé’, a typical product of the Hellenistic 
schools.’ Further research during the last twenty years has demon- 
strated that this judgment is too negative.8 Philo’s knowledge of Greek 
philosophy, and particularly of Platonism and Stoicism, is by no means 
superficial. But the purposes for which he used this knowledge were 
quite different than those of other philosophers and scholars of his 
day. This has to do with his Jewish background. 

Although Philo was deeply impressed with the achievements of 
Greek culture and philosophy, this did not mean that his loyalty 
towards his Jewish heritage was diminished or undermined. In a time 
of crisis, as we saw, he did not shirk from political involvement. But it is 
clear that his preferences lay elsewhere, namely in the domain of 
ideological activity. His entire wuvre is really a gigantic attempt to show 


6 See De congressu eruditionis gratia 73-80, where a further distinction is also made 
between philosophy (g1Aocogia) and wisdom (cogia). 

7 Festugiére (1949) 521-585, esp. 533ff. 

8 See esp. Nikiprowetzky (1977). 
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that the Jewish people did not need to be ashamed of their cultural 
and religious heritage, that in fact the highest wisdom attainable by 
man is to be found in the Law of the great Hebrew prophet Moses. 
Philo was in the first place an apologist and defender of Judaism. His 
great knowledge of Greek culture and philosopher is placed entirely at 
the service of this apologetic task. 

The question has often been posed who the group of people were at 
whom Philo’s apologetic efforts were primarily directed. Did he above 
all wish to persuade those among his own people, such as his nephew 
Alexander, who showed an inclination to abandon the faith of their 
fathers that they should maintain their loyalties in a time of crisis? 
Such an aim will certainly have been present in his mind. Nevertheless 
we should take into account that during this period Judaism exercised 
a greater force of attraction on Greek and Roman intellectuals than is 
often realized.2 As an example one might mention the anonymous 
author of De sublimitate — probably a contemporary of Philo — who in a 
well-known passage does not hesitate to cite some verses from the 
creation account of Moses as an example of sublimity in literature. 
Philo, I would argue, has both groups in mind. His second name 
Judaeus is any case entirely appropriate. 


Philo’s writings 


Philo’s literary productivity was certainly impressive. 48 of his writings 
are still extant. The majority of these are preserved in the original 
Greek, but a group of nine treatises is only available in an Armenian 
translation made in the 6th century. The nature and contents of these 
writings can tell us a lot about both the man and his thought. 

It is customary to divide Philo’s writings into three groups: the 
exegetical, the historical-apologetic, and the philosophical writings. 
The first group, consisting of works which are exclusively concerned 
with the exposition of scripture, is by far the largest (39 books). This 
group in turn consists of three large series, which both in form and 
content differ quite markedly from each other. 

In the so-called Allegorical Commentary, which contains 21 books, 
Philo gives an elaborate commentary on the first 17 chapters of the 
book Genesis from a purely allegorical perspective. These chapters are 
not interpreted in terms of the primal history of man and God’s 
election of the people of Israel, but are read at a ‘deeper’ level as a pro- 
found account of the nature of the soul, her place in reality, and the 


2 Cf. the extensive material collected by Stern (1976-84), Gager (1983). 
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experiences she undergoes as she searches for her divine origin and 
gains knowledge of her creator. Considerable exertion is demanded 
from the reader. Philo generally begins in a straightforward way by 
citing a single verse from the Pentateuch and making comments on it. 
But in his explanation he tends to invoke a continual stream of other 
Mosaic texts, which amounts to the method of explaining Moses via 
Moses, with as fundamental assumption the unity of scripture. The 
resultant exposition is often extremely complicated. The reader is 
advised, while reading, to consult the structural analyses supplied by 
‘most translators. 

The second series has been given the name Exposition of the Law, and 
consists of 12 books. Philo’s chief aim is to introduce the reader to the 
Jewish Law, as contained in the Books of Moses, with special emphasis 
on the symbolic meaning and value of its various rituals and injunc- 
tions. But he also feels the need to place the Law in a wider context. 
Because he is convinced that there is a direct relation between the Law 
of Moses and the Law of Nature, he begins the series with an 
exposition of the Mosaic creation account in the treatise De opificio 
mundi, the best known of all his writings.!° Moreover he regarded the 
Patriarchs of the Jewish people as ‘living laws’, i.e. men who embodied 
the Law in their way of life even before it came into existence as the 
Law of Moses. For this reason he also included Bioi of Abraham, Isaac, 
Jacob, Joseph and Moses in the series.!! In terms of literary form and 
style these writings are much closer to the usual method of the 
Hellenistic ovyypappo. They reveal a lucid didactic structure, and most 
of their references to the Septuagint are in the form of paraphrase 
rather than direct quotation. The result is a group of writings that is far 
more accessible to the uninitiated reader than the other two exegetical 
series. 

The third series of exegetical writings, the Questions and Answers on 
Genesis and Exodus or the Quaestiones, is much less well known than the 
others, chiefly because it has only been transmitted to us in an 
Armenian translation. As its title indicates, this work consists of 
questions that are raised in relation to the biblical text, to which Philo 
then proceeds to give suitable answers. The method used is first to give 
a literal response to the question, followed a figurative or allegorical 


10 Because the Allegorical Commentary starts with Genesis 2, and the De opificio 
mundi also contains (limited) allegorization, it is often also regarded as part of that 
series, and so stands at the beginning of all editions and translations of Philo’s works. 
Formally, however, it belongs to the Exposition of the Law. ~ 

11 The lives of Isaac and Jacob are no longer extant. Some scholars regard the De 
vita Moysis as a separate work at a more introductory level; cf. Sandmel (1979) 47. 
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one. As far as the form of the work is concerned one can detect both a 
Greek and a Jewish background. The genre of d&ropiat Kai Avdoeic 
applied to the Homeric writings is clearly relevant, but also the method 
of scriptural exposition practised in the Hellenistic-Jewish synagogue. 
Two smaller groups of Philonic writings remain. The first of these 
contains four writings which are generally called the historic-apologetic 
treatises. Two of these have already been mentioned, namely the works 
describing the events of 37-39 A.D. The second group consists of five 
philosophical treatises on diverse subjects (two of these are dialogues 
with his nephew Alexander). In these works there are scarcely any 
references to scripture. It is almost impossible to detect that they have 
been written by a devout Jew. The claim has often been put forward 
that these are youthful works, written before Philo discovered the value 
of his own Jewish heritage. This hypothesis is not only contradicted by 
various details in the works themselves, but is also quite unnecessary. | 
Philo does not envisage a conflict between scriptural exegesis and 
philosophical discussion, but rather a difference in method and pur- 
pose. These treatises reveal the considerable knowledge and erudition 
that Philo possessed in certain areas of Hellenistic philosophy. It is no 
surprise, therefore, that they yield valuable evidence for the study of 
ancient philosophy. 


Central themes in Philo’s thought 


It is by no means an easy task to summarize Philo’s thought in the 
space of a few pages. He was a prolific writer, as we have just seen, and 
these writings are not written in a way that facilitates systematic 
exposition of their contents. Philo regards himself as primarily an 
interpreter, not an original thinker. His task is to elucidate the wisdom 
of Moses. It is thus with the figure of the Jewish lawgiver that we should 
commence. 

Moses is regarded by Philo as the author of the entire Pentateuch, 
the first five books of the Hebrew bible. It is clear that he conceives of 
Moses as an historical figure. He even describes the thorough 
education in both science and philosophy that he received at the court 
of Pharaoh. But, totally a-historical thinker that he is, Philo does not 
stop to think how Moses could be the source of all wisdom, including 
that of Greek thought. This is for him an article of faith, the found- 
ation of his entire attempt to defend Jewish wisdom. Moses combined 
in the one person the offices of king, priest, lawgiver and prophet. The 
words that he wrote down were inspired by God. It is the task of the 
exegete to uncover and expose to view the profound truths that lies 
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concealed in his books. 

The immediate reaction one might have to this is that it is quite an 
uphill task to discover the highest wisdom in writings that contain little 
besides the stories of the wanderings of nomadic Patriarchs, the exodus 
of an oppressed people, the archaic laws and rituals of a primitive 
society. The problem can be solved, however, through the use of the 
allegorical method of scriptural exegesis, invented by Stoic philo- 
sophers in their defence of Homer’s poetry, and now applied to Jewish 
writings by Philo on a grand scale. ‘Nature is wont to conceal itself’, was. 
the profound maxim of Heraclitus, but no doubt — says Philo — he 
learnt it from Moses. &AAnyopia is a grammatical term that simply 
means ‘saying something else than you actually mean’. The truth is not 
located on the surface; the reader has to exert himself in order to 
discover it. In general Philo does not deny that the literal meaning of 
text has its own value. But it is incumbent on the reader to search for a 
deeper meaning. As we noted earlier when outlining the purpose of 
the Allegorical Commentary, at the deepest level the Pentateuch is 
concerned with the fate of the soul, how she gradually emancipates 
herself from the deceptive attractions of earthly existence and returns 
to the promised land, i.e. a heavenly or even divine existence. 

For Philo the philosophical exegete it is a source of wonder that the 
book of Genesis commences with a creation account. In his work De 
_opificio mundi he shows how the seven days of creation disclose with 
remarkable precision the structure of created reality. It emerges that 
Moses’ intentions in his account correspond to a large degree to what 
Plato presented in his cosmological dialogue, the Timaeus.!2, God the 
creator bears a definite resemblance to the Platonic demiurge, who 
creates order out of an already existing chaos. Philo nowhere explicitly 
indicates that God himself first created the primordial matter, as would 
later be formulated in the classic doctrine of creatio ex nihilo. What is 
very surprising is that according to Philo the first day — day ‘one’ in the 
Septuagintal text — is not concerned with the creation of the visible 
cosmos as we know it. Before God commenced his creative task, he first 
made — just like a good architect — a plan or blue-print, an intelligible 
or noetic cosmos which he placed in his Logos. When we read about 
‘heaven’, ‘earth’, ‘darkness’, ‘the deep’, ‘spirit’, ‘waters’ and ‘light’ in 
Gen. 1:1-3, we should not think of the parts of the world we can see 
and experience, but rather regard these as the most important 
components of the rational plan of the cosmos, which is carried out 


'2 | presented a detailed examination of Philo’s use of this work in my dissertation, 
Runia (1986). 
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during the remaining five days of the creation account (on the seventh 
day the Creator takes his rest, although that should not be taken in the 
literal sense, since any form of tiredness of laziness is foreign to the 
divine nature). Philo’s dependence on the Timaeus of Plato, in which 
the divine demiurge contemplates a pre-existent intelligible model, is 
apparent. A striking difference, however, is that Philo locates the plan, 
which is equivalent to the Platonic world of ideas, in God or his Logos, 
whereas for Plato the ideas are quite independent of any deity for their 
existence. 

The doctrine of creation plays an central role in Philo’s thought. 
The correspondences which he could find between a important philo- 
sophical work such as the Tzmaeus and scripture was of crucial import- 
ance for his attempt to show that Moses was the source of the highest 
wisdom. Philo’s theology, however, is more complex than the above 
account might suggest. Through the contemplation of the created 
reality man is able to gain knowledge of God’s existence. Philo is struck 
by the fact that in the biblical creation account Moses repeatedly uses 
the divine name 6 Qedc¢ (‘God’). This term indicates God’s creative 
power (indicated by the etymological root Qe- as found in the verb 
tiOnut, ‘place’ or ‘establish’). Once the first man and woman have 
been placed in Paradise, the second chief divine name in the Greek 
Old Testament occurs for the first time, 0 kbpiog (‘Lord’). This name 
represents the ruling, administering, or also the retributive power of 
God. By means of these two dvvauetc (powers) God stands in relation 
to created reality. But God himself actually has no name in the strict 
sense; he transcends all knowledge or description. The only name that 
is in any way adequate to describe him is the name with which he 
revealed himself to Moses at Mount Horeb, when he said ‘I am the one 
who is’ (€y@ eipi Oo dv, the remarkable translation of Ex. 3:14 in the 
Septuagint). In his theology, therefore, Philo attempts to justice to 
both God’s transcendence and his relation to the cosmos as creator 
and providential maintainer. 

It is in this context that we should place the doctrine for which Philo 
is perhaps best known, the doctrine of the Logos. The divine Logos has 
already been mentioned as the place of the intelligible cosmos in the 
act of creation. The Logos is also presented as God’s instrument both 
during creation and in the cosmos’ providential administration. In the 
most general terms it can be said that the Logos represents the face of 
God turned towards reality. Sometimes the Logos is talked about in 
terms of an independently existing entity (a ‘hypostasis’), sometimes 
he is more like an aspect of God, just like the powers mentioned above. 
It is apparent that Philo’s theology is somewhat caught between the 
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Jewish emphasis on God’s unicity (‘thou shalt have no other gods other 
than me’) and the Greek tendency to solve the problem of divine 
transcendence and immanence by means of a hierarchy of divine 
beings. The solution brought forward in the doctrine of the Logos is 
not in all respects satisfactory. But from the historical point of view it 
proved to be of the greatest importance. Less than half a century the 
Evangelist John was to identify Jesus with the Logos, who ‘was in the 
beginning with God’ and ‘through whom all things were made’ (John 
1:2-3). It is perhaps unlikely that John was impelled, even in part, to 
write these words through an acquaintance with the thought of Philo. 
But later Christian thinkers did see a connection between John’s 
christology and Philo’s Logos, and it encouraged them to regard Philo 
as a Christian avant la lettre. 

The conception of the universe that emerges from Philo’s exegesis 
of the Mosaic cosmogony shows a strong resemblance to the h¥erar- 
chical and geocentric model that became the standard view in thé cen- 
turies after Plato and Aristotle. Specifically Jewish (or ancient Middle- 
Eastern) aspects of the creation account, such as the waters under and 
above the firmament, are passed over in silence. At the apex stands 
God, his Logos and the powers. The heavenly bodies and the angels 
(who replace the demons in Greek cosmology) are also divine beings. 
Then follow man, the animals, birds, fishes, plants, and at the very 
-bottom of the scale, lifeless things. In this hierarchy of being man has a 
very special place. He is a we8dpioc, border-dweller, situated on the 
borderline between the divine and the non-divine. This special status 
also emerges, according to Philo, in the remarkable account that 
Moses gives of his creation. 

It is well known that in Genesis the creation of man is described 
twice, in 1:26-27 and 2:7. Philo, who of course cannot envisage an 
explanation in terms of differing sources — he accepts Moses as the 
single author of the entire Pentateuch -, interprets this in terms of a 
double creation of man. In the first account the ‘heavenly man’ is 
created, the man who is nothing but mind, lacking the specific charac- 
teristics of corporeality, such as the distinction between the sexes. In 
the second account, when God shapes man’s body out of clay and 
breathes in him his Spirit, the ‘earthly man’ is created, a OVVALOTEPOV 
of mind (or rational soul) and body, a being that can orientate itself 
toward its heavenly origin, or can remain mired in the earthy nature of 
bodily existence.!3 


13 | have somewhat simplified Philo’s more complex presentation, which in various 
passages contain interpretations that cannot easily be reconciled to each other, and 
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The essential features of Philo’s doctrine of man emerge clearly in 
his exposition of the creation of man. The influence of Platonic 
dualism is strong. The body belongs to the earth here below, the mind 
or spirit to the heavens or divine realm above, while the soul — which 
has both a rational and an irrational part — functions as a bridge 
between the two. In order to attain a life of virtue and piety man must 
seek a right relation between rational thought and irrational passions. 
In the Garden of Eden, right at the very beginning, things already went 
wrong. Eve, representing the irrational, was seduced by the serpent, 
symbolizing pleasure, and dragged Adam, the rational element, down 
to perdition. When Cain, the vovdc who thinks it can act as god, killed 
his God-loving brother Abel, the situation deteriorated even further. It 
is only when Seth is born, and later also Noah, that the decisive reversal 
occurs. The same basic interpretation can be made of Israel’s later 
flight out of Egypt. The entire Pentateuch can thus be interpreted as a 
long journey from the domain of the body and the earthly regions to 
the heavenly and spiritual realm. 

Yet it would be one-sided if I were to give the impression that Philo’s 
exposition of the Law of Moses amounts to no more than a purely 
intellectualistic, anti-materialistic and anti-hedonistic system of ethics. 
Following in the footsteps of Plato, Philo regards man’s goal or téAo0g¢ 
as Ouoimoic Be, becoming like God. Man can reach this goal by 
searching for God and attempting to gain knowledge of him to the 
extent that that is humanly possible. No one came further in this quest 
that the prophet Moses himself, yet even he could only see the ‘rear 
side’ of God (Ex. 33:13-23). Apart from the exegetical aspect, two 
themes betray biblical and Jewish influence. Firstly knowledge of God 
is for Philo not merely the recognition of an abstract philosophical 
concept, such as ‘absolute being’. For Philo God is, in spite of his utter 
transcendence, still a personal being with which man has a reciprocal 
relation. Significant in this regard is that he denotes God both with the 
biblical personal masculine 0 ov and the philosophical abstract neuter 
to Ov (in the genitive and dative cases they are of course indis- 
tinguishable). For a Greek philosopher such a vacillation would surely 
be problematic.!4 Secondly a strong emphasis is placed on the role of 
divine grace. Without God’s gracious condescension man’s quest for 


have lead scholars to suspect the presence of various exegetical traditions (see our 
discussion further below). For a detailed analysis see especially Tobin (1983) and the 
study of Goulet discussed below at n.15. 

14 There is some alternation between masculine and neuter descriptions of God in 
Middle Platonism. But whether the phrase 0 ®v occurs in Numenius is a matter of 
some debate. Cf. the studies of Whittaker (1967), (1978). 
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knowledge of and intimacy with him would be in vain. Such con- 
descension only takes place if man abandons any delusions of auto- 
nomous grandeur he might have and recognizes his own nothingness 
(ovdéveia). 

Does any special place remain for the people of Israel with whom 
God made a covenant in this philosophically orientated interpretation 
of scripture? The name Israel is rather dubiously etymologized by Philo 
as meaning ‘the one who (or the race that) sees God’ (0 opé@v Bedv). It 
is clear that this description cannot be confined to Jews alone. 
Universalism weighs more heavily in Philo’s balance than particular- 
ism. Both apocalyptic and messianic ideas have no role to play in his 
thought. Nevertheless Philo would not deny that the people of Israel 
have a special task. The Jews are there to lead the way, but unfort- 
unately they have fallen on difficult times and the important 
contribution they can make is not recognized by the nations that 
surround them. A crucial question here is what should happen with 
the ritual injunctions of the Jewish Law. In a truly universal perspective, 
such as was soon to be developed by Christianity, these would have to 
be abandoned. But for Philo this would definitely be going too far. In a 
famous passage (De migratione Abrahami 89-93) he embarks on a fierce 
attack against those who wish only to recognize the spiritual meaning 
of the Law and neglect the practice of circumcision, the celebration of 
the sabbath and other feasts. This attitude might seem to be somewhat 
inconsistent, especially in the light of a strictly rational philosophical 
perspective (but one might compare a similar attitude of certain 
Hellenistic philosophers towards the cult of the gods in the Greek 
polis). Philo’s reply would be that the symbolic and almost sacramental 
value of certain ritual actions would disappear if these were no longer 
practised by the majority of believers. Moreover it should be recog- 
nized that the Law of Moses takes into account the moral and intellect- 
ual weakness of the human race. It is true, no less then than now, that 
most people find it quite impossible to spend very long in the rarified 
air of pure philosophy. 

Of crucial importance for Philo’s view of Judaism, in my opinion, is 
the fact that he shows absolutely no interest in history. In his thought 
all emphasis is placed on structural elements, on the place of man in 
reality and his relation to the divine. He is interested in the question of 
the relation between time and eternity, but does not consider the 
possibility that an event of shattering importance could take place in 
the course of time as experienced here on earth. This separates him to 
quite a marked degree from other Jewish groups of his day, and of 
course also from the incipient world of early Christian thought. 
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The originality of Philo’s thought 


A question that has stood at the centre of recent scholarly discussions 
on Philo’s achievement is the extent to which his thought is an original 
construct of his own. It is interesting, for example, that he makes 
extensive use of the etymologization of biblical Hebrew names in order 
to supply a foundation for his allegories. If he was unacquainted with 
the Hebrew language, which almost certainly was the case, then he 
must have had assistance in this task. Naturally he could make use of 
the so-called onomastica, which contained long lists of Hebrew names 
and corresponding Greek etymologies. Nevertheless one would expect 
someone who develops an allegorical system to have more control over 
his material and not just consult a list that may have been drawn up for 
quite a different purpose. Many scholars have come to the conclusion 
that Philo must have had important predecessors, and that it is very 
likely that his work continues a long tradition of allegorical exegesis in — 
the Jewish community of Alexandria. 

Very recently the French-Canadian scholar Richard Goulet has 
published a massive study which puts forward the hypothesis that Philo 
makes extensive use of a continuous allegorical commentary on the 
Pentateuch which presented an extremely radical and daring alle- 
gorical interpretation of Mosaic thought.!> The writer(s) only wanted 
to retain the deeper symbolic and universal meaning of the Law, while 
everything else that was specifically related to Jewish traditions was 
jettisoned. Even the creation account itself was allegorized in terms of 
the structure of the cosmos and man.!§ God himself is allegorically 
interpreted in basically Stoic terms as the 6p80¢ Adyos, or directive Soul 
or Logos of the cosmos, or even the rational element in man in 
himself. Philo, who in Goulet’s view probably underwent a conversion 
which led him to recognize the value of his Jewish heritage, was forced 
to use the system constructed by his predecessors, but continually en- 
deavoured to adapt it in a direction that was more consonant with 
essential aspects of Jewish piety. Recognition of this concealed back- 
ground, Goulet argues, enables one to explain a number of funda- 
mental contradictions in Philo’s thought. 

Further reactions to this enormously challenging hypothesis will 
have to be awaited. My own view is that Goulet goes far too far in his 


15 Goulet (1987). 

16 Philo himself does not do this, using only a kind of arithmological symbolism in 
the De opificio mundi, but there are some tiny hints elsewhere in his writings that 
others may have attempted a full-blown allegorical interpretation. 
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assertions and fails to do Philo’s intentions justice.!” In the first place 
he has not been able to demonstrate that Philo only made use of a 
single main source; the prehistory of his allegorical exegesis was 
probably much more complex.!8 Presumably Philo perceived that he 
stood at the end of a rich period of exegetical activity in Alexandria, 
and so felt the need to record, and integrate where possible, as many 
interpretations of his predecessors as he could in his three great series 
of commentaries.!9 It is undeniable that this sometimes leads to a 
variety of explanations and philosophical theories that are not easy to 
harmonize with each other. Due to Philo’s intervention, however, we 
are given the chance to observe the intellectual achievements of a 
flourishing and quite exceptional Jewish community. In the second 
place Goulet’s sharp division between philosophical (i.e. pre-Philonic) 
and religious (i.e. Philonic) thought prevents him from doing justice 
to the central role of Platonism in Philo’s thought. It is precisely by 
means of ideas derived from contemporary Platonism that Philo thinks 
it possible to reconcile Greek rationalist thought with the religious 
heritage of Judaism. 


The fate of Philo’s writings 


How did it happen, then, that the Philonic corpus did not disappear 
just like almost all the rest of the rich body of Alexandrian Jewish 
literature. The Jews themselves decided Philo was not for them. There 
was no room for his philosophical interpretations of scripture in the 
Rabbinic Judaism that, after the severe pogroms in Alexandria and the 
fall of Jerusalem, slowly but surely began to dominate Jewish intellect- 
ual life. It was not really until the 19th century that Jews began to 
rediscover their long-forgotten compatriot. But exegetical activities in 
Alexandria did not die out. They were continued in a slightly revised 
form by a different group of people, the early Christians. By the end of 
the 2nd century a catechetical school had been established by the 
Alexandrian church, and it was here, in all likelihood, that the writings 
of Philo were saved from oblivion. Church Fathers such as Clement, 
Origen, and later Eusebius, Didymus the Blind and Ambrose, came to 
regard Philo as a ‘brother in the faith’, and did not hesitate to take 
over a great number of ideas and themes from his writings. Origen 


17 See my review in Runia (1988), = study VII in this volume. 

18 Cf. the study of Tobin cited in n.13. 

19 This is especially the case in the Quaestiones, which have often been described as 
exegetical notebooks. 
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took copies of nearly all Philo’s writings with him when he moved from 
Alexandria to Caesarea in Palestine in 233 A.D. In his Church History 
Eusebius gives a catalogue of the Philonic writings present in the 
Episcopal Library of Caesarea (2.18). It is certainly no coincidence that 
these writings are almost exactly those which we still possess. Philo was 
thus not only a Philo Alexandrinus and a Philo Judaeus, but ultimately 
also became a Philo Chnistianus. It is through the medium of Patristic 
thought that Philo exerted a not inconsiderable influence on Western 
philosophy and theology, the contours of which are still far from being 
fully understood. 


Philo, conqueror or conquered? 


Of all the peoples in the Near East in the centuries after the conquests 
of Alexander the Great, the Jews were the only nation who had the 
courage to defy the ‘cultural imperialism’ of Greek thought and even 
attempted to challenge it with apologetic material of their own.2° The 
centre of such activities was Alexandria. Some Jews wrote epic poems 
(Philo Epicus), others composed dramas (Ezechiel Tragicus), others 
concentrated their efforts on historiography (Artapanus) and chrono- 
graphy (Demetrius). Philo too wished to defend the cultural and 
religious heritage of his people; he too decided that attack was the best 
form of defence. The source of all wisdom, including that of the 
Greeks, was the God-beloved prophet and lawgiver Moses. Philo was 
deeply convinced that if intellectuals took the trouble to plumb the 
depths of the Mosaic writings in a serious way, they would be forced to 
agree with him. 

Nevertheless it has become abundantly clear, even in this short 
survey of his thought that we have presented in this article, that Philo 
himself was deeply influenced by Greek culture, and above all by Greek 
philosophy. His greatest debt is, as we have seen, to Plato, especially in 
the areas of theology and anthropology. He has made a careful reading 
of Plato’s more important dialogues, but his interpretation is heavily 
dependent on the so-called Middle Platonist movement, which began 
to make headway during his lifetime, and for which — in the absence of 
other material — he is an important witness. Also the ethical ideas 
which Philo takes over from the Stoa and certain sceptical ideas often 
have a Platonizing ring. But does this mean that we should label Philo 
a ‘Middle Platonist’, as certain scholars have done recently.?! 


20 Cf. the fine chapter on Judaism in Momigliano (1975), and esp. 92-93. 
21 E.g. Dillon (1977) 139-183, Winston (1985). 
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Personally I would hesitate to do this. In the first place because there 
are certain elements in his thought — such as his emphasis on piety, on 
the role of divine grace, on human ‘nothingness’ before God — which 
are definitely not Greek. Secondly because it was not at all his intention 
to present himself as a Greek philosopher, but rather as a devout and 
Law-abiding Jew. 

Would it then be more correct to conclude that Philo made an 
attempt to reach a synthesis of Jewish and Greek thought? Here too I 
have strong reservations, since there is no evidence to suggest that what 
Philo sought was a kind of harmonization between two different kinds 
of thinking. It is true that in his view there are two opposed worlds of 
thought, the one representing the truth, the other falsehood. But these 
are not simplistically to be identified with Jewish and Greek thought 
respectively. The truth is to be found in Moses. He is the standard 
against which other thinkers need to be tested. If it is possible to make 
use of the sophisticated philosophical systems of the Greeks in order to 
expound the truth, then such a procedure is entirely legitimate. 

The paradox of Philo’s far-reaching acculturation has now come 
clearly into view. The aphoristic formulation of this paradox by the 
Norwegian scholar Peder Borgen can hardly be bettered:?? ‘Philo is a 
conqueror, on the verge of being conquered.’ Philo aims to conquer by 
showing that what is valuable in Greek thought is already present in 
Judaism. Yet the attraction that Greek philosophy exerts on him is so 
strong that he does not even realize that he is in danger of being swept 
off his feet. It would be going too far to assert that he has been 
conquered by the force majeure of Greek thought. But it is surely a near 
thing. 


22 Borgen (1984) 154. The entire volume of ANRW II 21.1 (= Haase (1984), 
Halbband 1.) is devoted to Philo and gives a good picture of the state of Philonic 
research at the end of the 1970's. 
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How to read Philo 


1. A massive presence 

For all those wishing to study the culture, or more particularly the religious and 
philosophical ideas, of the Greek and Jewish world at the beginning of our era, it is 
likely that Philo of Alexandria will constitute a massive presence. Massive, at any 
rate, will be the presence of Philo’s works on the shelves of the prospective 
student, for the 48 treatises of the Corpus Philonicum in the standard editions of 
Cohn - Wendland and Aucher amount to no less than 2632 pages of text. Time, 
moreover, has not been very favourable to us in its transmission of source material 
dating from the period in which Philo was active. A skyscraper appears to loom 
more massively when it stands on its own than when it is surrounded by buildings 
of comparable size. 

Looking more specifically at the central presence of Philo’s writings, we can say 
that they supply significant information for the following areas of study and 
research. ; 

1. The dominant position of Philo’s writings among the pitiful remains of 
Judaeo-Hellenistic literature needs no demonstration’. Most of what we know 
about Hellenistic Judaism must be drawn from Philo. Attempts (so far relatively 
unsuccessful) have been made to reconstruct the theological history of the 
Alexandrian Synagogue solely on the basis of Philo’s evidence?. 

2. Less clearly defined is Philo’s relationship to mainstream Judaism, whether 
we call this Normative, Formative, Palestinian, or even (following M. Hengel) 
Hellenized Judaism. But there must have been interchange, if only because Philo. 
himself tells us he regularly travelled to Jerusalem. The cross-currents between 
Philo’s milieu and Haggadic and Halachic literature (and not to forget Qumran) 
are demanding continued investigation. 

3. Generations of scholars have been intrigued as to whether Philo can shed 
light on the origins of the New Testament. Themes of particular interest have 
been the Jogos theology of John’s Gospel and the Letter to the Colossians, the 
Old Testament interpretation of the Letter to the Hebrews, and above all the 
similarities and differences between the thought of the near contemporaries Philo 
and Paul. 


1 The scanty remains of Judaeo-Hellenistic literature (excluding Philo and some Septuagintal 
writings) have been collected and translated in J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepi- 
grapha, volume 2, London 1985. 

2 In the Claremont Philo Research Project. See B. L. Mack, ‘Exegetical traditions in Alexandrian 
Judaism: a program for the analysis of the Philonic corpus’, Studia Philonica 3 (1974-75) 71-112; ‘Philo 
Judaeus and exegetical traditions in Alexandria’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt (hence- 
forth ANRW) II 21.1, Berlin 1984, 227-271. 
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4. The heavy dependence of the exegesis and theology of the Church Fathers 
on ideas first aired in Philo has long been recognized, but by no means exhaustively 
researched. Also the relation between the Philonic corpus and the more recently 
discovered Gnostic literature is a subject with important connotations. 

5. Philo has been (rather one-sidedly) described as a ‘product of the Hellenistic 
schools such as were produced by the dozen’ (A. J. Festugiére)?. Even though he 
was a Jew, Philo’s writings are a welcome indication of what a well-educated 
Greek gentleman could be expected to have known, and so are of interest to 
students of Hellenistic culture in its diverse aspects. . 

6. Last but certainly not least, Philo had a thorough knowledge of the tradition 
of and contemporary currents in Greek philosophy, for which he is gradually 
gaining the scholarly recognition he deserves. Because our sources for the philo- 
sophical developments in Philo’s time are particularly meagre, his writings supply 
valuable material, especially for the study of Stoicism and the beginnings of the 
Middle Platonist movement. 


2. Aim of this article 
Without doubt, we can now say, a reading of Philo will have much to offer 
students of the six (or seven if we count Gnostic studies as separate) areas of 
investigation just outlined. In fact I would go a step further and say that in practice 
Philo is more often read for the information he can give in relation to others than 
for his own sake. And it is precisely in this context that his massive presence can be 
daunting as well. How can we read Philo satisfactorily and profitably when there is 
so much of him to read? . 
The aim of this article is to give some consideration to the quite practical 
question of how we should read Philo, i.e. in what way we can approach his works 
and make use of the information he offers without doing him injustice in the 
process. The basic assumption that I shall make is perhaps not as innocuous as it 
sounds: it is my conviction that Philo should first be understood for himself, 
before he can be properly used to shed light on others. This, it should be noted, 
applies whether we do or do not regard Philo as a worthwhile author in his own 
right. I happen to believe that Philo is a rewarding author to read and study. If one 
should find his writings insufferably tedious, as many have found in the past, it is 
likely in my view that one has failed to understand what Philo was aiming to 
achieve. 


3. Philonic scholarship 

In the study of every ancient author the achievements of centuries of scholarship 
interpose themselves between us and the ipsissima verba of the author in question. 
This is just as well, as we realize when we compare the virtually illegible scrawls of 


3 Larévélation d’ Hermes Trismégiste, volume 2: Le dieu cosmique, Paris 1949, 19817, 519. 
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many ancient manuscripts with the streamlined presentation of the modern text or 
commentary. In Philo’s case too a good deal of scholarly activity has taken place. 
This has been, as always, more succesfully and more comprehensively done in 
some areas than in others. It is the accumulated results of Philonic scholarship that 
can supply us with the tools that will help us to read him. 

1. Surveys. In recent years S. Sandmel and P. Borgen have produced valuable 
introductory surveys which undertake to introduce the reader to both Philo’s 
writings and thought and the results of the scholarship that has focussed on them‘, 
Both authors reveal a sound awareness of the crucial methodological issues 
involved in studying Philo. The beginner will receive an excellent orientation by 
means of these works, but for serious research more sophisticated tools will be 
needed. 

2. Bibliographies. Exhaustive lists of all studies are given for the years up to 
1937 in the bibliography of Goodhart and Goodenough and for 1935-1981 in the 
bibliography of Hilgert’. Both divide their lists into subsections covering the 
various aspects of Philonic studies, but the reader can further gauge the contents 
of the various items only from the titles which their authors gave them. A more 
valuable resource is provided in the ‘bibliografia ragionata’ for the years 1937- 
1982 recently published by R. Radice, for this work gives an objective summary of 
the contents of all the items it contains®. When we consider that, though limited to 
studies written in Italian, French, German, English and Spanish, it still lists 1118 
items, we gain some idea of the amount of scholarly effort that has been expended 
on Philo! 

3. Indices and lexica. A more direct access to the contents of Philo’s writings is 
furnished by indices and lexica of various kinds. Indices of the Greek words used 
by Philo have been prepared by J. Leisegang and G. Mayer’. The former is less 
exhaustive, but can sometimes be more useful because it usually gives some of the 
context and subdivides the usage of the more common terms. A valuable index of 
philosophical and theological themes in Philo is furnished by W. Theiler in an 
appendix to the German translation of Philo®. In vol. 10 of the Loeb edition 
J. W. Earp has given us a list of scriptural passages used by Philo and an index of 


4 §. Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: an introduction, New York 1979; ‘Philo Judaeus: an introduction 
to the man, his writings, and his significance’ ANRW II 21.1, 3-46. P. Borgen, ‘Philo of Alexandria: a 
critical and synthetical survey of research since World War II’, ANRW II 21.1, 98-154; ‘Philo of 
Alexandria’ in M. E. Stone (ed.), Jewish writings of the second temple period, Compendia Rerum 
Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum II 2, Assen 1984, 233-282. 

5 H.L. Goodhart and E. R. Goodenough, A general bibliography of Philo, New Haven 1938. 
E. Hilgert, ‘Bibliographia Philoniana 1935-1981’, ANRW I 21.1, 47-97. 

6 R. Radice, Filone di Alessandria: bibliografia generale 1937-1982, Naples 1983. This invaluable 
work should be translated and made avaliable to readers of English. 

7 J. Leisegang, Indices ad Philonis Alexandrini opera, Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt, 
volume 7, Berlin 1926-30, repr. 1962. G. Mayer, Index Philoneus, Berlin 1974. Unfortunately the 
last-named work is not complete (even for the Greek Philo), for the Greek fragments (Hypothetica, De 
Providentia, Quaestiones) are not included. , 

8 ‘Sachweiser zu Philo’, in L. Cohn et alii, Philo von Alexandreia: die Werke in deutscher Uber- 
setzung, volume 7, Berlin 1964, 386-411. 
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names which effectively summarizes the allegorical themes brought in relation to 
persons and places in the Pentateuch. Earp’s list of scriptural passages has now 
been superseded by an exhaustive ‘Index biblique’ published in France as a 
supplement to the Biblia Patristica®. This slender volume is an absolute ‘must’ for 
all Philo scholars. There is no adequate index of Philo’s usage of and allusions to 
Greek literature!®. Finally it should be noted that the Armenian part of Philo’s 
writings is far less well indexed than that part that has come down to us in the 
original!!, 

4. Commentaries. A deficiency of Philonic scholarship is that adequate 
commentaries have so far been produced for but a limited number of treatises. 
Commentaries proper exist only for the two historical works, the De animalibus, 
and one exegetical double-treatise!?. But it should be added that a number of the 
translations of individual treatises in the French series effectively amount to 
commentaries, and very good ones at that!3. Here too the Armenian Philo is 
virtually terra incognita. Summaries of the contents of individual treatises will be 
found in the English and French translations. These are indispensable if one 
wishes to follow the train of thought in Philo’s more complex exegetical works. 

So much for the framework of scholarship within which the student of Philo can 
operate. The indices, commentaries and summaries give access to the contents of 
Philo’s writings. The surveys and bibliographies give guidance through the forest 
of studies based upon them. Allow me, however, to add a two-fold caveat. 

Firstly, a remarkable aspect of scholarship on Philo is the amount of disagree- 
mént and disparity that can be observed among its leading practitioners. Some- 
times it was difficult to believe that two studies were talking about the same 
author, so divergent were the methods employed and the results achieved. In 
recent years there has been a salutary concentration on problems of methodology 
in studying Philo. In this context a special mention should be made of the 
magisterial study by V. Nikiprowetzky entitled Le commentaire de I’ Ecriture chez 
Philon d’Alexandrie'*. (Its last chapter is called ‘Prolégoménes a une étude de 
Philon’, and that could just as easily have been the book’s title.). I myself have 
tried to proceed further on the basis of some of the principles enunciated by 


9 Biblia Patristica: supplément Philon d’ Alexandrie, Paris 1982. 

10 The best list we have is found in Leisegang, Indices 3-26. 

11. The best one can do is consult the indices prepared by various translators (for De animalibus see 
Terian, for De Providentia Hadas-Lebel, for the Quaestiones Marcus). 

12 H. Box, Philonis Alexandrini In Flaccum, London 1939, New York 19792; E. Smallwood, 
Philonis Alexandrini Legatio ad Gaium, Leiden 1961, 19707; A. Terian, Philonis Alexandrini De 
animalibus, Chico, California 1981; D. Winston and J. Dillon (ed.), Two treatises of Philo of 
Alexandria: a commentary on De gigantibus and Quod Deus immutabilis sit, Chico, California 1983. 
13 Note especially vol. 4 (De sacrificiis by A. Méasson), vol. 13 (De confusione linguarum by 
J. G. Kahn), vol. 14 (De migratione Abrahami by J. Cazeaux), vol. 15 (Quis rerum divinarum heres sit 
by M. Harl), vol. 16 (De congressu by M. Alexandre), vol. 17 (De fuga et inventione by E. Starobinski- 
Safran), vol. 23 (De decalogo by V. Nikiprowetzky), vol. 24 (De specialibus legibus 1-II by S. Daniel), 
vol. 25 (De specialibus legibus III-IV by A. Mosés), vol. 28 (Quod omnis probus liber sit by M. Petit), 
vol. 30 (De aeternitate mundi by R. Arnaldez), vol. 35 (De Providentia by M. Hadas-Lebel). 

14 Leiden 1977. 


II 


HOW TO READ PHILO 189 


Nikiprowetzky in my study of one aspect of Philo’s writings, namely his use of 
Greek philosophical literature and, in particular, his extensive exploitation of 
Plato’s famous cosmological dialogue, the Timaeus's. 

The second part of my caveat flows on naturally from the first. Given the 
difficulties just sketched, Philo is clearly not the kind of author that can be studied 
on the basis of secondary literature alone. If one wishes to make responsible 
statements on Philonic themes or doctrines, it will be necessary to read what he 
actually wrote, whether in the original (preferable) or in a sound translation 
(unavoidable for almost everyone in the case of the Armenian works). Accordingly 
let us now move from scholarship to the works on which that scholarship is based. 
4. Philo’s aims 
Philo was, as has already been intimated, a voluminous writer. What, we should 
now ask, were the aims that he set himself in producing this extensive corpus of 
writings? The briefest glance at the corpus will confirm that the vast majority of 
the treatises present exposition and explanation of the first five books of the 
Septuagint. Philo is first and foremost an exegete of scripture. It is because 
scripture is inspired by God and thus authoritative that Philo feels called to 
expound it. But de facto Philo limits the predicate ‘authoritative’ to a much 
smaller body of writings than is customary in Judaism as a whole. He. is only 
interested in giving exegesis of the writings of the blessed lawgiver Moses. Other 
Septuagintal writings are seldom invoked, and then only in relation to a prior 
Mosaic text. 

The question still remains, however, as to why Philo took upon himself this 
huge labour of giving a comprehensive exposition of Mosaic scripture. A first 
answer must be that Philo, as a loyal and devout Jew, felt a deep veneration for 
scripture and regarded it as man’s highest calling to explore the depths of wisdom 
that it contains. But this answer is not enough to explain certain specific charac- 
teristics of Philo’s exegesis. From his general approach and from very many 
individual passages it is possible to discern that he saw his task not only as an 
exegete but also as an apologist of scripture. For the Jews of Alexandria, sur- 
rounded on all sides by the proud achievements of the dominant (and prestigious) 
Hellenistic culture, the preservation of their ethnic and cultural identity was not 
something that could be taken for granted. Assimilation and apostasy were 
ever-present dangers. Philo passionately defends his religious and cultural 
heritage. The Law of Moses is not only not the curiously archaic and jumbled 
document that it might seem to the casual, uninformed reader. It is far more than 
that. It is the repository of the highest wisdom that man can attain. If only all the 
world would read it and study it and understand it! 

There is, however, a third general feature of Philo’s work which will forcibly 


15 Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, Leiden 1986 (revised edition of diss. Free University 
Amsterdam, 1983). 
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strike every reader and which we need to take into consideration. In the process of 
expounding Mosaic scripture he becomes, almost unwittingly, a proponent of the 
Hellenistic paideia. It is not just that Philo, in his role as apologist of scripture, 
feels that he must defend the contents of scripture with reference to certain Greek 
philosophical ideas. Thoroughly immersed in Hellenistic paideia as the result of his 
education and further studies, Philo himself has accepted ‘the language of reason’ 
supplied by Greek philosophy as the intellectual framework of reference within 
which scripture is to be explained. The primacy of scripture is retained, but only to 
the extent that it guides him in selecting which aspects of the language of reason 
are more and which are less conducive to his exegetical purpose. We see now 
what is perhaps the chief reason that Philo expounds the Pentateuch only. He 
welcomes the concentration on Moses the great sage, who is not only the pro- 
phetic vehicle of God’s revealed word, but can also as philosophos beat the 
famous Greek lawgivers (foremost among them Plato) at their own game (cf. esp. 
De opificio mundi 8). We recognize now too how risky Philo’s venture is. I can do 
no better than repeat P. Borgen’s concise formulation: Philo is ‘a conqueror on 
the verge of being conquered’!®. 

The three aspects so far discussed — the centrality of exegesis, the importance of 
apologetics and the conditional acceptance of Greek paideia — are sufficient to 
explain the nature of Philo’s aims and the resultant characteristics of his writings. 
An important corollary should not, however, be overlooked. Because Philo 
regards himself as first and foremost an exegete of scripture, he is prepared to 
accept a relatively modest role. It is not his ideas that are most important, but the 
riches of thought in Moses’ words which must be explored and exposed to view. 
Hence his willingness to relate and take over the interpretations of previous 
exegetes. Hence too his sometimes rather uncomfortable habit of putting forward 
explanations that are not wholly consistent with each other. It is as if he is saying to 
us: ‘My expositions deserve serious consideration. They are not the last word on 
the subject, but they do point the way. The real truth lies deeper, and is surely too 
profound for an ordinary mortal to grasp in its fullness’. 


5. Philo’s writings 
What then are the features of Philo’s actual treatises that we need to take into 
account when tackling the subject of how to read Philo. Naturally in this context I 
cannot deal with each treatise individually, but will have to speak at a high level of 
generality. My remarks will be related to the five-fold division of Philo’s works 
which has been accepted by scholars for almost a century. 

1. On account of their defective transmission the Questions and answers on 
Genesis and Exodus are by far the least read and studied of all Philo’s treatises. 
From the literary/structural viewpoint the procedure they follow is straight- 


16 ‘Critical survey’ ANRW If 21.1, 150. See also Runia 528-546. 
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forward. The Biblical text gives rise to a question, which is then answered, usually 
at the two levels of literal and allegorical exegesis. The vast majority of answers 
are no more than a page in length, but even the longer answers do not reveal any 
complexities of structure. There are two chief reasons for this. The questions 
asked are generally limited in scope, and Philo tends to stick rather close to the 
subject at hand. Moreover, Philo on the whole does not appeal to other biblical 
texts to elucidate or illustrate his exposition. For these same reasons the Questions 
have been regarded as a kind of exegetical notebook containing ideas for later 
more complex exegesis. The chief difficulty that the reader faces is getting to grips 
with what Philo is actually saying. The Armenian transmission often casts a veil 
over the precise meaning. For close interpretative work it is adviseable to consult 
your local Armenologist! 

2. The exegesis presented in the great Allegorical Commentary is infinitely 
more complex. It is so complex in fact that it is absolutely necessary, when 
studying these works, to consult the summaries of their contents which I mentioned 
earlier on. Recent research has suggested an intimate connection between the 
structure of the Questions and these allegorical treatises. The latter in fact amount 
to a number of questions chained together in a continuous structured whole. The 
chief difference is that Philo not only concentrates his exegesis on the main biblical 
text quoted at the beginning of each ‘chapter’ of the treatise, but that he also 
regularly introduces secondary biblical texts in order to throw extra light on his 
subject. In this way a complex structure with a fairly loose conceptual and 
thematic unity is developed!’. The main biblical text and the secondary biblical 
texts combined together form the skeleton on which the contents (and thematic 
intentions) of the treatise are draped. It is therefore of paramount importance 
when reading these difficult treatises always to relate Philo’s line of thought to the 
biblical texts on which he is commenting and the exegetical problems which he 
discerns in them. Otherwise getting lost in Philo’s labyrinthine sequences is 
virtually guaranteed. 

3. The treatises in the Exposition of the Law pose less problems. The procedure 
is less detailed, more synoptic. The literary form is clearly influenced by ideals of 
lucidity and logical presentation developed in Hellenistic scientific literature. The 
strong influence of rhetorical methods must also be taken into account in our 
interpretations, especially in the case of the biographical works. But the more 
Hellenized method of presentation should not blind the reader to the fact that 
Philo is still giving exegesis of scripture, even if it is now more in the form of 
paraphrase and elaboration rather than quotation and direct commentary. 

4. In the historical-apologetic works we encounter a different situation. As the 
17 The results of the most recent research have not yet been incorporated in the surveys listed in n.4. 
See now J. Cazeaux, La trame et la chaine: ou les structures littéraires et l’exégése dans cing des traités de 
Philon d’Alexandrie, Leiden 1983; ‘Philon d’Alexandrie, exégéte’ ANRW II 21.1, 156-226; and 


D. T. Runia, ‘The structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises’, Vig. Chr. 38 (1984) 209-256; ‘Further 
observations on the structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises’, Vig. Chr. 40 (1986). 
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name implies, Philo’s apologetic concern is now more directly focussed on the 
concrete historical situation of the Jewish people in the past and in his own time. 
The rhetorical mode of presentation causes more serious interpretative difficulties 
here, for we are confronted with ‘historical accounts’ quite different to what we 
are used to. The best known example is Philo’s fascinating depiction of the 
Therapeutae (in the De vita contemplativa). There is of course no direct exegesis 
in these writings. But the apologist at work is the same man who regards the 
wisdom of Moses as his nation’s greatest drawcard. Every effort should be made 
to relate the contents of these works to exegetical themes elaborated in the main 
body of Philo’s writings. 

5. The philosophical treatises form an idiosyncratic chapter in Philonic studies. 
Philo here appears to be writing exclusively in the manner of a professional Greek 
philosopher. Philosophical sources are dealt with a great length, biblical exegesis 
wholly recedes. Is this a different Philo here, e.g. a young Philo before he was 
‘converted’ to a recognition of the value of his heritage? Recent research has 
shown that this is most definitely not the case!®. The philosophical issues discussed 
are very much ‘controlled’ by exegetical themes which occur in the remainder of 
Philo’s works. The way in which the doxography on the indestructibility of the 
cosmos climaxes with the view of Moses (based on Gen. 8:22) at De aeternitate 
mundi 19 is very revealing in this regard. In reading these works too it is necessary 
to note the context and where possible make connections with Philo’s other works. 


6. Philo’s audience 

A further question that is often raised is what audience Philo envisaged for his 
writings. Can we say that certain works are aimed at a particular kind of audience, 
and that this needs to be taken into account in our reading of them? On occasion 
Philo makes introductory remarks that appear to indicate that he is. making 
allowance for a potential readership that is poorly acquainted with Judaism (the 
passage in the De aeternitate mundi just cited is a good example). Philo’s chief 
audience will have been well-educated Jews, but he would have welcomed interest 
from sympathetic outsiders. The allegorical treatises are, of course, far too 
difficult to be comprehensible for beginners. They are not milk but solid food, as 
Philo would say. But they are not, in my view, deliberately esoteric, i.e. written 
with the aim of concealing information from the unexperienced reader. Philo is 
writing his long series of treatises in the first place for himself. They are a material 
record of his quest to fathom the depths of wisdom contained in scripture, a quest 
the results of which he was prepared to share with others. The question of Philo’s 
projected audience needs to be borne in mind, but it is not, in my view, going to 
play a decisive role when we confront the question of how we should read Philo. 


18 These too have not yet been fully incorporated in the surveys. See D.,T. Runia, ‘Philo’s De 
aeternitate mundi: the problem of its interpretation’, Vig. Chr. 35(1981)105-151; A. Terian, ‘A critical 
introduction to Philo’s dialogues’, ANRW II 21.1, 272-294. 
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7. How to go about reading Philo 

Having completed our brief tour through the problem-areas of Philonic research 
— i.e. the nature of his aims and methods, the procedures he follows in his 
treatises, and the kind of audience he envisaged for them —, we are now in a 
position to tackle the main question of this essay: how do we go about reading 
Philo and using his evidence in our own research? My advice to the reader is that 
he or she adhere to the following four rules (or, less prescriptively, recommended 
procedures). 

1. When pursuing a particular subject in Philo, always aim at taking all the 
relevant passages into account. This might seem to be stating the obvious. But 
Philo’s oeuvre is vast; not all parts are equally accessible (note esp. the Armenian 
works), yet any subject can turn up virtually anywhere. Many of Philo’s state- 
ments and treatments of a theme are very much context-bound. If one concentrates 
on a few selected ‘purple passages’, there is a good chance that the result will be 
one-sided, and thus in need of qualification. 

2. When examining a particular passage, special attention must be paid to the 
context, which in Philo’s case nearly always means the exegetical context. It is 
necessary, before all else, to locate the biblical text which forms the basis of the 
passage. Given the complex chains of exegesis which Philo sometimes constructs, 
this may not be easy, yet it is essential if one wishes to reconstruct the train 
of thought. When the base text hds been localized and the train of thought 
established, it may be necessary to relate the passage to the main themes of the 
whole treatise in which it occurs. But it must be remembered that the thematic 
unity of a treatise is often of a loose, associative kind, so that the relation to a 
wider context may not be so illuminating. If the passage is in one of the non- 
exegetical works, there is of course no exegetical context. Nevertheless it is still 
important to relate it, if at all possible, to Philo’s other works, and that means an 
exegetical theme or problem may lurk in the background. 

3. The next recommendation is that we should attempt to establish what the 
exegetical problem is which has impelled Philo to develop the passage under 
discussion. If we are dealing one of the Questions, the problem will be quite clear. 
In other works an element of reconstruction may be involved. On the whole we 
can say that, if there is no problem, Philo will not be inclined to elaborate. There 
are, of course, some purely descriptive passages, e.g. in the biographies of the 
Patriarchs, but even there analysis of exegetical paraphrases can yield interesting 
insights into (problem-inspired) modification of the biblical text. 

4. The final step draws us away from the immediate concerns of contextuality. 
Since Philo regarded it as his task to expound Mosaic thought in relation to 
accepted Greek scientific, philosophical and theological ideas, it will accordingly 
be the task of his interpreter to reconstruct this process in reverse. Firstly he or she 
will need to identify the ideas that Philo uses, so that the meaning which Philo 
intends with them can be accurately established. The difficulties involved here are 
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considerable. Ideally the interpreter should have, or have access to, the same 
background knowledge that Philo had at his disposal. But this is patently not 
possible. In the case of Platonic philosophical motifs, for example, we can at least 
read the same writings of Plato that Philo himself read. His Timmaeus is the same as 
our Timaeus (apart from possible textual variants). But even here we must allow 
for the fact that Philo reads Plato through the spectacle of Platonist interpretation, 
and much of the history of Platonism is obscure to us. In the case of other 
philosophical schools — one thinks especially of the Stoa — the situation is much 
worse. Our interpreter’s second task is to relate the ideas so far established to the 
exegetical Jocus which prompted Philo to summon them. In this way the circle 
closes and we are back at the exegetical problem identified in our third step. In 
fact it is clear that the third and fourth steps must go hand in hand. 

Having put forward the recommendations outlined above, I can imagine that 
readers may wish to raise an objection. It will be conceded that, if Philo is first and 
foremost an interpreter of Mosaic scripture, this will mean that we have to pay 
attention to the exegetical foundations of his writings. But do not the recommenda- 
tions put forward have the effect of confining the study of Philo almost exclusively 
to the limited area of exegetical themes? Will Philo then only be of interst for 
biblical scholars? How can he then still merit the attention of scholars working in 
the wide range of fields outlined at the beginning of this article? 

In reply to this objection I would begin by making a partial concession to the 
conclusion it draws. Yes, it is easier and more immediately illuminating to 
examine an exegetical theme in Philo. It is easier, for example, to make a study of 
Philo’s treatment of the theme of Jacob’s wrestling with the angel and his sub- 
sequent change of name than to expatiate on the doctrine of divine transcendence 
which he calls upon in order to explain the name. Yet, as the example makes quite 
clear, the separation made here has an element of artificiality in it. It is because 
Philo attributes a particular kind of philosophical theology to Moses that he 
interprets the etymology of the name Israel (he who sees God) in the way he does. 
Inevitably, therefore, discussion of exegetical themes will lead us right into the 
midstream of that confluence of Greek and Jewish ideas which is inimitably and 
peculiarly Philonic. In fact I would go a step further and affirm that it is precisely in 
those places where an exegetical problem provokes Philo to reflection on a 
philosophical or theological problem that our author is at his most interesting and 
important for the history of ideas. If, however, attempts are made to discuss 
Philonic doctrine without taking into consideration the exegetical problematics in 
response to which he develops it, ideas start to get shuffled about like displaced 
persons, wrenched from their surroundings and forced into uneasy and friction- 
filled cohabitation. This approach, in fact, was the chief reason for the alarming 
dissension that reigned in Philonic scholarship until quite recently!?. 


19 AsV. Nikiprowetzky has convincingly shown; see above n. 14. 
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There are many occasions, it is true, when Philo offers information which is not 
directly relevent to his exegetical concerns, but which can be of interest for 
students of the history of ideas. I will give an example of such a piece of information 
in the final section of this article. I would argue that such material, precisely 
because it is unrelated to a scriptural basis (real or imagined), is almost invariably 
tangential to Philo’s main concerns. We should therefore be rather hesitant to 
integrate such material into an account of ‘Philo’s thought’. 


8. Two examples 

In the final section of this paper I shall illustrate the recommendations I have 
proposed for the-reading of Philo’s works by means of two examples. It will be 
understood that, for reasons of space, my examples will be very limited, and not as 
comprehensive as I would like. The first touches on a philosophical theme and has 
a negative purpose, i.e. to show how things should not be done; the second enters 
the field of theology, and has a more positive intention. ~ 


a. The hebdomad and the idea-numbers 

A question which gave Plato and his later followers much concern was the nature 
and the extent of the ideas which play such a central role in Platonic philosophy. 
There are indications, not in the Platonic dialogues but in reports found in 
Aristotle and other authors, that towards the end of his life Plato put forward a 
doctrine in which he postulated two ultimate principles above the ideas, the One 
and the Indefinite dyad. By acting on the Dyad the One generates, not the ideal 
world in its totality, but the ideas of oneness, twoness, and so on up to ten. These 
are called the idea-numbers. It would seem that Plato envisaged two levels of 
ideas, at the primary level the ideas of the primal numbers one to ten, at the 
secondary level the other ideas produced by combinations dependent on the 
idea-numbers?”°, 

The career of this rather obscure late Platonic doctrine is a subject of much 
interest of historians of ancient philosophy, and it is only natural that they turn to 
Philo to see if he can shed any light on it. And indeed, in a passage in De opificio 
mundi 102 Philo appears to make a reference to idea-numbers. It would have been 
impossible, he writes, for bodily things to be measured by the hebdomad (i.e. by 
3 dimensions and 4 limits) if it were not that the ideas of the primal numbers 
contained the nature of the hebdomad. On the strength of this passage scholars 
have concluded that for Philo the ideas are to be viewed primarily as numbers?!. 

If we look at the exegetical context, however, a different picture emerges. This 
passage is part of a disproportionately long encomium of the hebdomad in Opif. 


20 Fora brief account of this doctrine see J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists, London 1977, 3-5. 

21 Cf. H. J. Kramer, Der Ursprung des Geistmetaphysik, Amsterdam 1964, 271-273; Dillon, Middle 
Platonists 159; H. Tarrant, Scepticism or Platonism?: the philosophy of the Fourth Academy, Cam- 
bridge 1985, 169. 
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89-128, which is clearly either taken from a source or based on Philo’s own 
collection of arithmological material??. The mention of the idea-numbers is quite 
incidental to Philo’s main purpose, which is to show how appropriate it was for 
Moses to indicate that the completion of the creation of the cosmos was celebrated 
on the seventh day. There is thus no connection with an exegetical problem. The 
contents of the ideal world are a problem for Philo when he gives his inter- 
pretation of ‘day one’ in Opif. 16-36, based on Gen. 1:1-5. It was certainly not 
impossible for him to have used the doctrine of idea-numbers in this context (e.g. 
by stressing that Moses outlines seven — or nine or even ten — main elements or 
participants in the ideal world), but he chooses not to. We should conclude, 
therefore, that Philo furnishes evidence for the existence of the doctrine of the 
idea-numbers in the philosophy of his time or in the sources available to him, but 
that it is not a concept that is of any importance for his own thought. 


b. God the most high 
In the Septuagint the word twtotos is used at least a hundred times as a title for 
God or in direct relation to Him (most often in the Psalms, Daniel, Siracides). In 
the Pentateuch it occurs much less frequently: four times in Gen. 14:18-22 
(Abraham and Melchizedek), in Num. 24:16 (Balaam’s blessing on Israel), and in 
Deut. 32:8 (song of Moses). In the Greek world the same word had been 
commonly used as a title of Zeus. The title is of special interest because there is 
evidence to suggest that by the time of Philo it found use on both sides of a 
religious divide, by Jewish apologists as a bridge-builder between Judaic mono- 
theism and acceptable forms of Greek piety, and also by gentile groups who 
showed Judaizing sympathies?>. Let us briefly examine Philo’s usage of the term. 
Because we have here to do with a distinctive title it will be a good idea to start 
by consulting Mayer’s lexicon?*. We find that Philo uses the term only eleven 
times, seven times in the Allegorical Commentary and four times in the historical 
works’, There appear to be no readily identifiable instances in the Questions”®. 
By rounding up all the examples I have already followed the first of my re- 


22 Cf. H. R. Moehring, ‘Arithmology as an exegetical tool in the writings of Philo of Alexandria’, 
SBL Seminar Papers, series 13, Missoula 1978, 200 ff. 

23 For discussions and references to further literature see A. D. Nock, Essays on religion and the 
ancient world, Oxford 1972, 416-430; M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, London 1974, 1.295ff.; 
G. Bertram in G. Kittel (ed.), Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Grand Rapids 1964-76, 
8.618-619. 

24 See above n. 7. Consultation of Radice’s bibliography reveals that the only discussion of the term 
in the last 45 years is by P. Boyancé in his article ‘Le dieu trés haut chez Philon’ in Mélanges d'histoire 
des religions offerts a H. C. Puech, Paris 1974, 139-149. Boyancé briefly discusses Philo’s use of the title 
as an introduction to a much broader discussion of Philo’s philosophical theology. The relation laid 
between Qed tyrotos and an Aristotelian unmoved mover is Boyancé’s, not Philo’s, work. 

25 Legum allegoriae 3.24, 3.82, De posteritate Caini 89, De plantatione 59, De ebrietate 105, De 
congressu 58, De mutatione nominum 202, In Flaccum 46, Legatio ad Gaium 157, 278, 317. 

26 The index to Marcus’ translation suggests two references to ‘God most high’, at QG 2.62 and 3.34. 
The original Greek of the first reference has been preserved by Eusebius and reads tov dvwtdto 
(Ge6v) (text in F. Petit, Quaestiones in Genesim et in Exodum: fragmenta graeca, Les oeuvres de Philon 
d’Alexandrie, vol. 33, Paris 1978, 116). The second reference is similar. 
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commended procedures. I will not bore the reader with the mechanics of the other 
three, but simply present the results of my little enquiry. 

1. The usage of the word in the Allegorical Commentary is wholly text-bound. 
In fact in all cases except Legum allegoriae 3.82 the term occurs in a passage 
quoted from the LXX. Moreover it emerges from an analysis of the contexts that 
in all these six cases there is no indication that the presence of the word in the text 
was an incentive for Philo to quote it?’. 

2. The quotation of Gen. 14:18 in Leg. 3.82 is much more interesting. The 
exegetical problem located in the main biblical text, Gen. 3:14, is: why does God 
curse the serpent,without allowing him to defend himself (§65)? A parallel 
example is Er (Gen. 38:7), examples e contrario are Noah and Melchizedek who 
receive unmotivated grace. Philo interprets the scriptural words that Melchizedek 
is ‘priest of God the most high’ as meaning that he symbolizes the Jogos who has 
Him that is (tov 6vta) as his portion and has lofty (jwynAd@s) and sublime 
conceptions concerning Him. But Philo feels obliged to add a footnote. What if 
the word twuotos is taken not as a colourful elative, but as a true superlative? Are 
there other gods who are not so high? Philo defends his monotheistic conviction 
against possible polytheistic misinterpretation (in pagan usage) by appealing to 
the authority of Deut. 4:39. The final words of § 82 show Philo retains the 
connection with the main biblical text: the earthbound thoughts with which the 
lofty conceptions of Melchizedek the logos are compared are those of the serpent 
who grovels in the dust. 

3. Itis striking that Philo refers to ‘God the most high’ four times in Flaccus and 
Legatio ad Gaium, It seems likely that apologetic motives play a role here. 
Commentators have failed, however, to observe that in all four cases Philo uses 
the title with reference to the Temple in Jerusalem2®. It is no coincidence, I think, 
that the (for Philo) chief scriptural /ocus shines through. Philo associates the title 
with Jerusalem because of the depiction of Melchizedek in Gen. 14. 

4. The conclusion is warranted that this divine title, in spite of its Mosaic 
backing, is not regarded by Philo as particularly significant or informative. One is 
almost inclined to go a step further and say that he positively avoids it where 
possible. The term can lead to theological misunderstandings, as he points out in 
Leg. 3.82. Perhaps another theological question also played a role. The title may 
suggest that God has a spatial or a bodily aspect, that He is to be localized in one 
particular place (such ideas are very common in Greek philosophy). An extra 
piece of research should be taken into account here. Because Philo relates the title 
Dwprotos exclusively to usage of three Pentateuchal texts, it is worth investigating 
whether he uses these same texts elsewhere (for this the Index biblique is in- 
27 Unless in De plantatione we see a subtle thematic connection between mountain (5g0¢) in 
Ex. 15:17 quoted in § 47, high (6ynA@) and heavenly doctrine in § 52, and boundaries (Seta) and God 
the most high (jwrotos) in Deut. 32:8 quoted in § 59; but ‘universal Ruler’ (navnyepdvoc) in § 58 isa 


paraphrase of Lord (kvelov) in Deut. 32:9, not tprotos in the previous verse. 
28 Cf. Smallwood, Legatio ad Gaium 241. 
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dispensable). It emerges that a paraphrase of Gen. 14: 18-22 is given in De 
Abrahamo 235. Melchizedek is here called ‘the great priest of the greatest God’ 
(6 péyas tegedcs tod peyiotov Beov). Why the alteration of the title? ‘Greatest’ 
certainly avoids the error of spatiality, but still falls prey to the problem discussed 
in Leg. 3.82. Perhaps the reason for Philo’s alteration must be located elsewhere. 
Following Pentateuchal usage, Philo occasionally calls the high priest 6 péyas 
tegetc (cf. De specialibus legibus 1.161, 3.133 (quoting Num. 35:25), Legatio ad 
Gaium 306). So here perhaps he wishes to present Melchizedek as the prototype 
of the later high priest, and so alters (wuotoc to uéytotos for the sake of rhetorical 
effect. 

The second example which I have just worked out was not ambitious, and has 
not led to startling conclusions. It does, however, illustrate rather well the 
procedures which I have advocated in this article. And in so doing it clearly reveals 
how important it is for the student of Philo’s writings constantly to bear in mind 
that Philo, for all his Hellenistic paideia and his predilection for Greek philo- 
sophy, was first and foremost an expositor of Mosaic scripture. 


Ill 


POLIS AND MEGALOPOLIS: 
PHILO AND THE FOUNDING OF ALEXANDRIA 


1. Recently in my study entitled Philo of Alexandria and the 
Timaeus of Plato I devoted a number of pages to the well-known 
image of the founding of a city presented by Philo in De opificio 
mundi 17-18. My main thesis in this section was that the context in 
which the image is used should primarily be read in terms of 
Platonist exegesis and development of the basic demiurgic 
metaphor of the 7zmaeus. Plato’s humble craftsman has been pro- 
moted to the rank of architect'). In this short paper I want to return 
to the Philonic passage in question and briefly dwell on an aspect 
that was given insufficient attention in the previous discussion. My 
argument will be that there are clear indications in Philo’s text that 
in composing his image he is actually thinking of the foundation of 
his own city, Alexandria, by Alexander the Great in the year 331 
B.C.?). A recognition of that concrete background will give us 
additional assistance towards the interpretation of Philo’s exegetical 
and philosophical intentions in this rich and subtle text. 

2. First it will be necessary to sketch in some background by 
indicating the wider context of the passage in question. After a few 
preliminary remarks on the unparalleled beauty and depth of the 
Mosaic creation account, Philo commences his exegesis with a 
radical and quite unexpected interpretation of ‘day one’ of crea- 
tion. As its appellation by means of the cardinal and not the ordinal 
number—7yépa pia, a Hebraism!—indicates, there is a sharp 
divide between ‘day one’ and the five days of creation that succeed 


1) Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (Leiden 1986), 165-169. 

2) To my knowledge this suggestion has been made only once before, as an 
obiter dictum in a footnote by G. F. Moore, Judaism in the First Centurtes of the Christian 
Era, 1 (Cambridge Mass. 1927), 267 (a reference I came across when I had com- 
pleted my research). 
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it. It contains preeminently the vontdg xdon0¢, the intelligible model 
or blueprint for the ais@ntd¢ xdoyu0¢ that is to be created during the 
remainder of the creative week (De opiftcio mundi 15-16). But the 
location of this noetic cosmos poses a problem. It is not legitimate 
to regard it as occupying a physical téno¢g. We will understand how 
and where it is composed, Philo declares, if we pay careful attention 
to an image drawn from our own world. I now cite the text of the 
image which forms the subject of this paper (De opzficio mundi 
17-18)%): . 

emeroay OAc xtiCytar xat& TOAATY gtAotintav Bactdéwe 7 Tivos 
NYEUdvosg adtoxpatods éEovatag wetaorovuévov xal &ua tO ppdvna 
aytpod thy edtox{av ouverixocpodvtos, mapeA Oar ott Ste tig tev aNd 
mrardelag d&vip dpyttextovixds xai thy edxpactav xai edxatplav tod témov 
Benokwevos Staypaqer mpdtov év Eauté ta tig weAAOvons &roteAciabat 
TOAEwS LEON syEdOv &mavta, lepdr y~uvacia TpLtTavEeta cyopas Atwévac 
vewoolxous atevetoc, terx@v xataoxevds, iSptaeic oixtdv xai Snnoctwv 
&KAAwv oixodounrdtwv: el0’ doneo év xno@ tH Eavtod hui tods Exdotwv 
SeEduevos tUmOUS &YaAUATOPOPET VONTIY TOALV, To &vaxiwwHaas Te etOwra 
UVILT TH ovUpdte xal tobs xapaxtipas Ett UgALOV Evaqpayradcmevos, ola 
Onutoveyos KyaOds, &moBAémwv elg 16 mapdderypa thy éx AMwv xal 
EdAwy dpyetat xataoxevd lev, Exkoty tev dcwpdctov iedv tods cwuatt- 
xag éouotdy ovata. 

Philo concludes by applying the lesson of the image to his 
account of the creational event. When God decided to found the 
cosmic yeyakdénodts he first put together an intelligible cosmos, 
which has as its location no other place than the divine Logos. 
Indeed the xéouo¢ vontds is nothing else than the Logos of God 
when actually engaged in the creative act (@eod Adyov 7dy 
XOOULOTOLODVTOG) *). 

3. There are at least three reasons, I submit, for thinking that, 
when Philo describes his image as etxwv tig tv map’ Atv, the per- 
sonal pronoun has a more specific force than one need normally 
suspect, i.e. he has in mind the foundation of his own city, the great 
city Alexandria. 


3) Text cited from L. Cohn, Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt, I (Berlin 
1896), 5.9-6.3. 

4) De opificio mundi 18-20, 24-25. On the final, difficult passage, see J. C. M. 
van Winden, The world of ideas in Philo of Alexandria: an interpretation of De opificio 
mundi 24-25, VChr 37 (1983), 209-217. 
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Firstly, although Philo couches his description in the most 
general terms possible, the details of the image are patently 
reminiscent of the various accounts of the founding of Alexandria 
that are found in our sources®). These accounts are seven in 
number: Arrian Anabasis UII 1,4-2,2; Plutarch Vita Alexandri 
26.3-10; Diodorus Siculus XVII 52; Strabo XVII 1,6-7; Pseudo- 
Callisthenes Historia Alexandri Magni 1 31-32; Quintus Curtius IV 
8,1-2; Jason apud Steph. Byz. s.v. "Ahebdvdpeta. The figure of Alex- 
ander the Great, as is hardly surprising, occupies the centre stage 
in these accounts. In all but two (Arrian, Diodorus), however, 
some mention is made of architects who assisted the king in his 
enterprise. Ps. Callisthenes is the only source who actually gives 
names. Among the five mentioned in that text is Dinocrates of 
Rhodes, who in a number of other texts is described as the architect 
of Alexandria: Vitruvius II pref. 4; Valerius Maximus I 4,7; Pliny, 
Natural History V 62; Strabo XIV 1,23; Ammianus Marcellinus 
XXII 16°). 

It would be tedious, in the context of the present article, to make 
a detailed comparative analysis of all the texts cited above. If we set 
aside the various legendary accretions and differences in detail, a 


‘basic narrative pattern, consisting of three main elements, can be 


seen to be common to them: (1) Alexander’s arrival at the site 
(heralded in some accounts by an oracular dream); (2) the selection 
of the site as particularly suitable for a city, followed by the plan- 
ning of its main features; (3) the good omens for the future city, as 
indicated by the use of barley for marking out the walls (in some 
sources eaten by birds). If we leave out the details not relevant to 
Philo’s purposes in his image, such as the oracular dream and the 
good omens, it is immediately clear that he follows the basic nar- 
rative pattern of the accounts. But it will repay us to look at the 
correspondences with more attention to detail. 

What I propose to do now is to examine certain aspects of the 
image by way of a kind of commentary, comparing them with what 
we find in the sources. I am going to point out not only various 


5) I am relying heavily on the analysis of P. M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandra 1 
(Oxford 1972), 3-7 and notes 1-15. 

6) Cf. E. Fabricius s.v. Deinokrates (6), RE 1 4,2 (1901), 2392-3. I follow him 
in regarding Dinochares in Pliny as an error for Dinocrates. 
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thematic similarities, but also a number of verbal parallels. If it is 
true that Philo is thinking of the foundation of his own city, it is 
likely that he will reflect written accounts of the event with which 
he was acquainted, and echoes of these will be contained in our 
sources’). 

Bactréwes 7 tivos Hryewdvos adtoxpatods éEovatacs wetamorovpévov: The 
titles and description fit Alexander perfectly, for he was Bactléws of 
Macedon by birth, jyexev and (otpatnyds) adtoxp&twe formally in 
his leadership of Greece®), but also effectively as the result of his 
stunningly suecessful military campaigns. 

Thy edvtoxtav ouvertxoooovtos: Alexander’s evtvxia was of course 
proverbial; cf. exempl: gratia the remarks with which Arrian con- 
cludes his history, VII 30,1 xati & Scov edtuytas tio dvOpwrtving 
éA\Odvta. 

xat& moAATy gtAotiutav ... cuventxoouodvtos: The motive of per- 
sonal glory for the foundation of the city is that given by Plutarch 
in Alexandria’s case (26,4 éBovAeto méAw peyaAny xai nodvdvOpezov 
‘EdAnvida ... émavoyov éavtod xataAtetv). Arrian, in contrast, 
records Alexander’s perception of the commercial possibilities of a 
city on the site (III 1,5 yevéoOot &v eddatova). 

Tic TOV ANO MaLdelag avip dpyitextovixds: As noted above, most 
sources emphasize the role of Alexander himself in the planning 
(note especially Arrian III 1. 5 abt6¢ t& onueta tH mde ZOyxev, also 
Diodorus XVII 52. 2), but there is also a tradition that mentions 
the assistance of architects. The role of Dinocrates of Rhodes is 
played down in the accounts of the founding of the city because the 
limelight ison Alexander. Vitruvius, in his different context, how- 
ever, has Alexander delegate the task of establishing the city to 
him®). The emphasis on the professional competence of the 
architect is found in Ammianus XXII 16,7 architecti sollertia 


7) Plutarch 26.3 refers somewhat obscurely to an account of ‘the Alexandrians 
trusting in the authority of Heracleides’; cf. Fraser op. cit., 1 677 on the Alexan- 
drian tradition behind Ps. Callisthenes. 

8) Cf. A. B. Bosworth, A Historical Commentary on Arrian’s History of Alexander 
(Oxford 1980), 48-49. 

9) Note that in the other anecdote that Vitruvius tells about Dinocrates, the 
grotesque project to transform Mount Athos, there is the same emphasis on plan- 
ning; but on that occasion Alexander rejected the site. 
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Dinocratis'!°), Pliny V 62 architectus pluribus modis memorabili ingenio, 
Vitruvius II pref. 1 architectus cogitationibus et sollertia fretus. 

thy edxpactav xat edxapiav tod tézov Deaokuevoc: Not only, as 
Bosworth observes'!), is the favourable location of Alexandria a 
topos, mentioned in almost all sources, but the whole idea that a 
suitable site must be selected for the foundation of a city is a 
standard literary theme (examples at Plato Timaeus 24c, Laws 704- 
707). Nevertheless we should note that Philo’s description here uses 
precisely the phraseology found at Diodorus (XVII 52,2 
evxatpdtata, evxpacta) and Strabo (XVII 1,7 edxatpta). 

Staypapet medtov év Exut@ t&...: The sources emphasize the care- 
fully planned layout of the city, whether designed primarily by 
Alexander or by one or more architects. Closest to Philo is Plutarch 
24,7 éxéhevoe Staypdcdar 16 ox7HUa tig NOAEws (almost the same phrase 
in Jason!?)). When Arrian describes Alexander as placing onueta, 
he probably means physical markings (cf. the story of the birds). 

tep&k yuuvioun mputaveta xtA: Philo, wishing to embellish his 
image, gives a longer list of kinds of structures to be included in the 
city than is given in our sources (all of which are rather brief on the 
actual planning). Arrian comes closest, describing Alexander as 


-marking out an agora, temples for Greek and Egyptian deities, and 


the enclosing wall (III 1.5). Diodorus’ phrase otxtdv xat tepdv 
TMoAvteAgat xataoxevaic moa [sc. mOAtc] xexdountat (XVII 52,3) is 
highly reminiscent of Philo’s description. He is describing the city 
of his own day, but so too, of course, in a sense is Philo.— My conclu- 
sion is, therefore, that the general and the particular similarities 
between Philo’s image and the accounts of the founding of Alexan- 
dria are sufficient to rule out mere coincidence. 


10) In W. Seyfarth’s edition (Leipzig 1978) the sentence reads: Alexandria enim 
uertex omnium est ciuitatum, quam multa nobilitant et magnifica, conditoris altissimi et 
architecti sollertia Dinocratis. Petschenig argued for the retention of the reading of the 
ms. V here, but older editions read magnificentia. This would introduce the contrast 
between the magnificence of the king and the professional competence of the 
architect which is basic to Philo’s account. 

11) Bosworth, op. cit. 264. 

12) Even Philo’s phrase té& tig wedAobons d&roteAciobar méAews ép7 is not entirely 
without echo; cf. Val. Max. I 4,7 futurae urbis liniamenta (part of the story of the 
birds which Philo does not exploit), Curtius [V 8,2 exaedificandae urbt. 
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For the second argument in favour of my thesis we must turn to 
the writings of Philo himself. By far the most interesting text is 
found in De Providentia II 55, which unfortunately is not preserved 
in the original Greek. Philo gives the following reply to the state- 
ment of his nephew Alexander that providence is not responsible 
for the existence of the void or place!?). ‘You say that God did not 
found the void, and for that reason did not create body. By looking 
at <the example of> cities, however, you will better understand 
what I am saying'’to you. These were each founded by rulers of old: 
Theseus founded Athens in Attica, <the Heraclidae founded 
Sparta> in Laconia, and Alexander of Macedon founded the 
widely renowned Alexandria of Egypt. But it was not Theseus who 
formed Attica or <the Heraclidae> Laconia or Alexander Egypt 
or Libya, but rather they found a work of nature already prepared 
for them, namely those regions. They surrounded certain areas 
with walls and, constructing private and public buildings, caused 
the cities mentioned above to be built. In a similar way God too, 
while not having produced the void, created the megalopolis of the 
cosmos <in> that void, and at the same time also caused place to 
come into existence’. A little later in the dialogue (§ 73) Philo, in 
response to Alexander’s query about the irrationally excessive 
number of stars, adds that ‘the founders of cities do not have just 
three or four houses built, but increase the number of houses by far, 
in correlation with the cities’ circumference’. Philo thus twice uses 
the image of the founding of cities in a context parallel to that of 
De optficio mundi, namely the creation and structure of the cosmos '*) 


13) My translation from J. B. Aucher’s Latin version and the French transla- 
tion (based primarily on Aucher) of M. Hadas-Lebel (De Providentia I et II, Les 
(Euvres de Philon d’Alexandrie XX XV (Paris 1973), 282-285). In the Armenian 
there are two textual difficulties. (1) novum clearly translates xatvév, which has 
replaced xevdv in the text (cf. an example of this confusion in our Greek mss. at 
Spec. 1.327). (2) Only the Laconian region is mentioned, so it is reasonable to sup- 
ply the name of Sparta and its founder(s); I follow the suggestion of Hadas-Lebel, 
although one would expect a single founder (perhaps Lycurgus?). It must be 
emphasized that the loss of the original precludes a precise interpretation. The 
word principes which I have translated ‘rulers’ perhaps renders jyeyove¢ in the 
original Greek. 

14) There are important differences between the texts. In Prov. Philo (following 
a Stoic source) accepts the pre-existence of the void, whereas in Opi. he is anxious 
to articulate the difference between intelligible and sense-perceptible reality and 
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Of the actual founders mentioned, two are mythical, the other is 
Alexander. One wonders whether Philo has added the example of 
Alexandria to his source. 

The pride reflected in the epithet ‘highly renowned’!>) resurfaces 
elsewhere in Philo’s writings. In the account of the translation of 
the Septuagint he praises Ptolemy Philadelphus, who left many 
indications and monuments of his greatness of mind (ueyadogpods- 
vs) in various cities and lands, so that extraordinary acts of munifi- 
cence or constructions (ptAotiwtat, xatasxevat) are proverbially 
called Philadelphian (De vita Moysis II 29). Alexandria is not 
specifically mentioned in this text, in contrast to Legatio 149-150, 
where Philo extols the povapyta'®) and beneficence of Augustus, 
whose monuments surpass the magnificent works already in 
existence, especially in ‘our own Alexandria’. 

But in the religious thought-world of Philo magnificence is very 
much a double-edged notion. Witness the allegory of the birth of 
Cain given at De Cherubim 56-64. Adam-vot¢ impregnates Eve- 
ateOnotg and she produces the greatest of evils for the soul, vainglory 
(otnots). Cain, meaning ‘possession’ symbolizes the mind who 
thinks that all he perceives with his senses is his own possession or 


-handiwork. The historical example that Philo gives is that of Alex- 


ander, who, having become master of Europe and Asia, stands on 
a prominent spot, gazes all around him and proclaims that xat te 
toe xal te tHde éuc& (§ 63). He thus showed the soul of an infant 
or a private citizen, certainly not the soul of a king, for he does not 
realize that all things are the possession of God. The magnificence 
of conception (t6 gedvnua Aawrpd¢) adumbrated in our image can 
thus be used to parallel the splendour of the divine Creator, but it 
can also enter into rivalry with it, in which case it becomes the 


the idea of the void actually forms part of the xécwo¢g vontdg that is created (cf. 
§ 29). The phrase ‘work of nature already prepared’ is especially curious, since 
surely no ‘nature’ exists outside God’s creative power. But these differences do not 
concern us here. 

15) Aucher nominatissima probably renders évowastétatos in the original; cf. 
Mos. 1.265. 

16) Philo quotes J/. If 204 in favour of Augustus’ povapyfa. Is he thinking of 
the celebrated pun spoken to the same ruler by the philosopher Anus Didymus, 
obdx &yabdv nodvuxatcapin (Plut. Ant. 81)? 
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&oyov ppévnua of the mind puffed up with its own self-importance 
(cf. De Cherubim 64)'7). 

One text still needs to be considered. In the vivid account of the 
wretched (but in Philo’s view thoroughly deserved) existence of 
Flaccus in exile on the island Andros, the ex-Governor of Egypt is 
described as hurling himself onto the ground and crying out: éyw 
DMhaxxos eiul, 6 mpd wixpo0d tig weyadorddews 7 moAuTdAEws ’Adetav- 
Spetas Hyeudv, 6 tic evdansoveotatns xwpac enttporosg Aiydatov... (In 
Flaccum 163). The two epithets used to describe Alexandria are 
striking. moAdnodts, used by Philo only here, can be explained as 
referring to the diverse ethnic modttebuata (including the Jewish 
community) embraced within the noAtteta of Alexandria as a whole. 
ueyaAdroAts is a more common word in Philo, but elsewhere he 
always uses it to describe the cosmos as a whole, most notably at 
De opificio mund: 19, when he applies the message of our image to 
the creation of the cosmos'®). It is revealing that the one time Philo 
does call an earthly city a megalopolis, he is referring to Alexan- 
dria. (On the other hand, Philo does not describe Alexandria as a 
untpdroAts. Interesting and somewhat surprisingly, on the six dcca- 
sions that he uses the word with concrete intent, it each time refers 
to Jerusalem, the mothercity of the Jewish people!9).) 

The thematic parallels we have found in Philo’s writings—the 
foundation of Alexandria illustrating the creation of the cosmos, the 
splendour of Alexandria and its royal patronage, the magnificence 
of its rulers, a magnificence which can easily turn into vainglory, 
its description as weya\démoAt¢—give considerable support to our 
thesis that the event Philo has in mind in the image of De opzificio 
mundi is the founding of Alexandria. 


17) Cf. also Mos. 1.30, where the sober Moses (as future king) is contrasted 
with those who become puffed up when the faintest breeze of edtuxia reaches them. 
Another classic example of hybris is Xerxes who mounts an attack on heaven; cf. 
Somn, 2.117-120. Macedonians, Ptolemies, Persians all get a place in the catalogue 
of vanquished rulers illustrating the vicissitudes of human affairs in the famous 
‘life is a dream’ passage at Jos. 125-147 (cf. esp. 135-136). 

18) Cf. also Jos. 29, Mos. 11 51, Decal. 53, Spec. 1 34, QE 11. Philo is the first 
(and according to Liddell and Scott the only) ancient author to use the word 
figuratively of the cosmos. 

19) Flacc. 46, Legat. 203, 281, 294, 305, 334. 
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Turning now to the third and final reason, I must emphasize that 
on its own it can carry little weight, but may serve to reinforce the 
arguments already presented. The description of the city that is to 
be built is, as I have said, given in terms of the highest generality 
and this will largely account for Philo’s exclusive use of plurals (tepa 
yuuvdicia moutaveta c&yopac Atwévac xtA). Nevertheless a plurality of 
marketplaces and harbours does suit Alexandria particularly well, 
the former on account of the city’s great size, the latter in reference 
to its two famous harbours on each side of the Heptastadion. 
Dockyards too are only to be found in a city on the coast. Of the 
cities founded by Alexander and his Hellenistic successors less than 
a fifth fit this description, among which, of course, the most famous 
was Alexandria itself?°). It is interesting to note that when Philo 
reflects on the biblical report making Cain (!) the first city builder, 
he gives a long generalized description of the task of building a city 
in order to prove that Cain could not do the task on his own, and 
that the text has to be allegorized (De posteritate Caini 49-51). No 
mention of harbours here, but there are dockyards and also 
channels or canals (6xetobs xat& yi\v), reminiscent of the network of 
waterways that made Alexandria the ancient precursor of 


‘ Amsterdam?”!). 


4. All the above argumentation has shown—the argument is cir- 
cular, but sufficiently plausible to avoid being vicious—that there 
must have been one account or more of the founding of Alexandria 
which Philo knew well enough to echo in his own writing. But our 
thesis would be of little more than antiquarian interest, if it did not 
lead us to a better understanding of the image with which we 
started. Fortunately this is the case. The concrete background 
against which the image can now be placed gives additional insight, 
I wish to argue, into Philo’s method and purpose in devising it. 

There are two aspects of the account of the founding of Alexan- 
dria which attracted Philo to it, and which he proceeded to exploit 


20) I base this statistic on the beautiful map of the cities of Asia in the first edi- 
tion of vol. VII of the Cambridge Ancient History (Cambridge 1928), between 154 
and 155, on which I count 16 ‘new or substantially new Hellenistic foundations’ 
that are ports and 70 that are not. 

21) Cf. Fraser, op. cit., 5-6, 27-29. Strabo’s word for the canals is dpu— (XVII 
1,7), but Pseudo-Callisthenes speaks of dyetyyot (I 31,9). 
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in the composition of his image. Both of these will repay examina- 
tion in a little more detail. 

All the accounts emphasize that right from the very start Alexan- 
dria was a planned city. It was not a city whose origins went back 
to the distant and undocumented past, and for which a mythical 
founder had to be appointed??). Alexander and his architects had 
adapted the plan of the city to the special features of the site, giving 
the city its famous chlamys shape (i.e. like that of a Macedonian 
military cloak?3).,No room was to be allowed for the spontaneous 
developments of unplanned growth. The emphasis on planning 
suits Philo’s purpose admirably, for the rational structure of the 
universe in his view is such that it does not admit developmental 
change. Where he innovates is his strong stress on the internaliza- 
tion of the plan in the architect’s mind. The plan does not consist 


of markings on the ground, as in the story of the birds. It is not even - 


a blueprint set down on paper. It is a vonth méAtg imprinted on the 
rational soul of the architect as on wax, serving as a Tapddetypa to 
be followed in the actual construction of the city. The reason for the 
internalization is clear. Philo wants to locate the source of. the 
rational and purposeful structure of the cosmos in the divine Logos 
as present in God’s mind. 

As I pointed out in my earlier discussion**), the metaphor of the 
city both as an illustration of the rational structure of the cosmos 
and as pointing to the activity of a divine ruler or source of order 
is a commonplace in philosophical literature before and after Philo. 
There are many examples of the divine creative activity being 
compared to that of an architect. It is, as noted above, a natural 
extension of the basic demiurgic metaphor of the Timaeus. I have 
found no actual parallels, however, for the use of the image of the 
founding of a city in order to illustrate and articulate the act of 


22) Hellenistic cities that had existed prior to Alexander’s conquest attempted 
to conceal their barbarian origin through the fabrication of foundation legends, 
often connecting them to the great cities of Greece or the heroes of the epic cycle; 
cf. A. H. M. Jones, The Greek City (Oxford 1940), 49. 

23) Cf. Strabo XVII 1,8, Pliny N.H. V 62. According te Subs II 5,6 the 
olxovupévn too is Qheapvdoerdic, so that one might regard Alexandria as a microcosm 
of the inhabited world. 

24) Runia op. cit. (n. 1), 168. 
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creation?>). The influence of the context, the exegesis of Genesis 1, 
may be felt here, as is also the case in the emphasis on precreational 
reflection, which is much stronger than anything we find in 
Platonist sources?*). Philo’s adaptation of the story of the founding 
of his own city may be less commonplace than at first appears. 

Behind the internalization of the architect’s plan lies, needless to 
say, the Platonic theory of forms. Prefiguring the tendencies of later 
Middle Platonist authors, Philo places more emphasis on the 
paradigmatic than the epistemic role of the ideas?’). The Timaeus 
is clearly the model for this change of emphasis. It should be noted, 
however, that Philo’s image of the internalized plan of a city rein- 
forces the conception of a xda0¢ vontés serving as a model for the 
structure of the cosmos precisely because it constitutes a complex 
articulated network of ideas. Such a conception does violence to 
Plato’s basic idea in more than one respect. Not only, as has often 
been pointed out, are the ideas no longer independent of the 
demiurge, having patently become dependent on the thinking 
activity of the creator?*). More seriously, in Plato the model is con- 
ceived as a vontov C@ov (cf. Timaeus 30c7, 39e8), a wholly generic 
concept of animality which the demiurge contemplates (cf. 29a3 
&BAexev) as he calculates (cf. 30b1 Aoytoduevos) how to make the 
cosmos in the best possible way?°). Philo’s image, in contrast, 
emphasizes the rational activity that takes place in the actual com- 
position of the xday0¢ vontég as network of ideas. The distinction 
between intuitive contemplation and discursive reasoning, basic to 
Plato’s epistemological scheme, is thus obfuscated. 

The second aspect of the story of the founding of the city of Alex- 
andria that appealed to Philo was the distinction made between the 
king who gave the initial impetus and the architect who was 
entrusted with the task of designing and executing the work. 
Admittedly in a number of our sources, most notably Arrian, it is 
made to seem that Alexander carried out both tasks, and the role 


25) Closest is the Epicurean polemic against Plato at Cicero DND I 19, cited 
tbid. But it would be nice to know whether Philo thought up the image at Prov. 
II 55, or whether he found it already present in his Stoic source. 

26) Cf. Runia, op. cit., 164-165. 

27) Cf. J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London 1977), 58. 

28) Cf. Dillon, op. cit., 159; Runia, op. cit., 53. 

29) Cf. R. D. Mohr, The Platonic Cosmology (Leiden 1985), 23-33. 
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of Dinocrates of Rhodes is eclipsed. It is possible to see in Philo’s 
image, which very deliberately dissociates the king from active par- 
ticipation in the actual designing of the city, a conscious divergence 
from such a presentation. However this may be, it seems to me 
highly plausible that, because a specific and famous architect was 
associated with the founding of his city, this will have given him 
encouragement in his adaptation of the received accounts to the 
specific purposes of his exegetical and philosophical context. 
There is clearly a discrepancy between the way the image is por- 
trayed and its actual application to the creation of the cosmos. In 
the image there is a strong demarcation between the king and the 
architect. Not only are we not explicitly told that the king actually 
decides to found the city (the effect of the rather forced use of a 
prepositional phrase two and a half lines long in the opening clause 
of the image), but the words mapedOav gottw Ste ti¢ almost suggest 
that it is a matter of coincidence that a trained architect happens 
to come on the scene. Yet in the account of creation God, his Logos 
and the noetic cosmos are kept closely together, most notably in the 
summary at De opificio mundi 243°). ; 
There can be no question that the king is a symbol of divine 
transcendence*!). But what does such transcendence mean in terms 
of God’s relation to the cosmos? Is he transcendent in that he is the 
cosmos’ creator, or does transcendence entail being entirely above 
the ‘dirty work’ of creative activity? Even a century after Philo the 
Platonist tradition had not resolved this issue. For Atticus the 
Platonic demiurge is mapBactreds xal dprototéxvns (fr. 4,12 Des 
Places), for his contemporary Numenius the highest god was above 
the demiurge, dpyd¢ Epywv xat Baothedc. This is the intellectual 
background to Philo’s distinction, but he is under a constraint not 
felt by the two philosophers just mentioned. He cannot simply 
postulate a hierarchy of gods, for that would run directly counter 
to the tenet of monotheism at the heart of Judaism. ‘God had no 
one to assist him, for who else was there?’ is the rhetorical question 
posed at De opificio mundi 23. The solution in terms of a Divine 
Logos (§ 20) or a Divine power (§ 21) runs along the knife edge of 


30) See above n. 3. 
31) Cf. Runia, op. cit., 168. 


Ill 


Il 


410 


what is acceptable, inviting the process of hypostasization. The 
figure of the king is, perhaps, not meant to signify remoteness, as 
if his transcendence meant that he was wholly cut off from the crea- 
tional event, but rather a splendour and fulness of Being that is not 
defined or exhausted by the relation he has to created reality as its 
creator and source*?). 

5. One final comment before I close my discussion. It is striking 
that in Philo’s quite detailed description of the features of the city 
to be built no mention is made of palaces. This is in contrast to the 
account in Diodorus, which explicitly states that Alexander gave 
orders to build a large and massive palace (XVII 52,4), while 
Strabo in his description of Alexandria remarks that the royal 
palaces occupy a quarter or even a third of the city’s enclosure 
(XVII 1,8). The chief reason for Philo’s omission is not far to seek. 
It is a natural consequence of his endeavour to dissociate the king 
from direct contact with the city in its foundation (and its later 
administration). But more can be said. 

At the very beginning of Genesis Rabbah, the Rabbinic midrashic 
commentary on Genesis, Rabbi Hosha’ia gives the following com- 
ment on Gen. 1:15). “The Torah declares: ‘I was the working tool 
of the Holy One, blessed be He’. In human practice, when a mortal 
king builds a palace, he builds it not with his own skill but with the 
skill of an architect. The architect moreover does not build it out 
of his head, but employs plans and diagrams to know how to 
arrange the chambers and the wicket doors. Thus God consulted 
the Torah and created the world, while the Torah declares, ‘in the 
beginning God created (1:1)’, ‘beginning’ referring to the 
Torah...’. Numerous scholars have noted the similarity between 
the image used by the Rabbi and Philo’s account of the founding 
of the city**). The hypothesis that the idea may have passed down 


32) Cf. Philo’s reflections on God’s being and relationality at Mut. 7-29; the 
uneasy coexistence of cataphatic and apophatic theology in relation to the highest 
being is also reflected in Middle Platonism, as recently examined with admirable 
clarity by J. Mansfeld, Compatible Alternatives: Middle Platonist Theology and the 
Xenophanes Reception, in R. van den Broek-T. Baarda-J]. Mansfeld (edd.), Knowledge 
of God in Philosophy and Religion from Alexander to Constantine (Leiden 1988), 92-117. 

33) Translation in Midrash Rabbah, edd. H. Freedman and M. Simon, I 
(London 1951), 1. 

34) Cf. E. E. Urbach, The Sages (Jerusalem 19792), 198-200 and nn. 70-74. 
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directly or indirectly from Philo gains credence from the fact that 
the Rabbi in question is very likely to have had contact with Origen 
and his circle in third century Caesarea**). But, as Urbach has 
strongly emphasized °°), there is a fundamental difference between 
the two images. Philo speaks of a world of ideas illustrated by plans 
localized in the architect’s mind; the Rabbi describes God as con- 
sulting the Torah, which is illustrated by ‘plans and diagrams’ 
explicitly described as not present in the architect’s head. If there 
was any relation between the two images, we would have to con- 
clude that Rabbi Hosha’ia was not merely adapting the Philonic 
presentation but deliberately reacting against it. 

There is another difference between the two images to which I 
want to draw attention. The Rabbi describes the king as building 
a palace, whereas in Philo it is a city that is founded (and the king 
is not said to build it). The choice of the palace can readily be 
understood. It nicely converges with the Jewish conception of the 
world as the dwelling place (and plaything) of the Master of the 
Universe. In the words of the prophet Isaiah (66:1), ‘the heaven is 
my throne, and the earth is my footstool’, a much quoted verse in 
Jewish (and also early Christian) literature?’). In Greek thought at 
the time of Philo the image of the palace is associated above all with 
the Great King of Persia, the archetype of the absolute monarch. 
The most famous example is found in the Pseudo-Aristotelian De 
Mundo, where the king is depicted as sitting in the centre of his 
palace and controlling the reins of his mighty kingdom, though 
unseen not only to his subjects but even to his most intimate 


35) Cf. Moore, op. cit. (n. 2), I 268, but he cautiously concludes, ‘the coin- 
cidence is not a kind to demonstrate dependence’. 

36) Urbach, op. cit., 200; note that he translates ‘rolls and tablets’ rather than 
‘plans and diagrams’, which is even more reminiscent of the engraved Decalogue 
and the written Torah. P. Borgen writes on the parallel between the two texts 
(Philo of Alexandria, in M. Stone (ed.), Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period 
(Assen 1984), 265): ‘Here Jewish traditions about God as architect fuse with 
Platonism. But Philo identifies these Platonic ideas with the Torah revealed 
through Moses.’ Two objections must be raised. There is no evidence of a Jewish 
tradition about God as architect before Philo devised his image, and Philo does 
not identify the noetic cosmos with the Torah. 

37) E.g. at Genesis Rabbah 1. 15, where the verse is quoted in order to explain 
the ‘heaven and earth’ in Gen. 1:1. 
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courtiers #8), The palace does not symbolize the entire cosmos, but 
only its highest part, the divine residence. As Philo affirms at De vita 
Moysis 2.194, in the cosmos heaven is a BastAetov igp@tatov, while 
the earth is its outermost region (even if it is in the middle!)*?). 

In our image a palace is not built, but a city is founded. Unlike 
a palace, a city with its many and diverse parts interlocked in a 
complex structure is a suitable symbol of the cosmos as a whole. As 
I have noted, it was often used as such in the philosophical tradi- 
tion. Philo, explaining not just the structure of the universe but first 
and foremost its rationally planned creation, illustrates by means of 
the image of the founding of a city. The image is presented in the 
most general terms, but the close examination of its contents and 
purpose that I have undertaken in this article has shown that it was 
the foundation of the great city in which he himself lived that was 
at the back of his mind.* 


38) De Mundo 6 398a11-b1; on this text cf. A. P. Bos, The theological conception 
in ‘De Mundo’ and the relation between this writing and the work of Plato and Aristotle, 
Tijdschrift voor Philosophie 39 (1977), 314-330. 

39) Cf. also Congr. 116, where the ten curtains (atAatat) of the tabernacle sym- 
bolize the perfect structure of Logta which avAh xat Bactrerdv éott tod navnyepdvoc 
xat pdvov Bacthéws adtoxp&topos. 

* This article was written with the financial support of the Netherlands 
Organization for the Advancement of Scientific Research (N.W.O.). 
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THE STRUCTURE OF PHILO’S ALLEGORICAL TREATISES 


A REVIEW OF TWO RECENT STUDIES 
AND SOME ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 


to the revered memory of 
Valentin Nikiprowetzky 


For a century or more students of the philosophical and religious 
developments in later antiquity have recognized that they could not af- 
ford to neglect the voluminous works of Philo of Alexandria. Many 
found, however, that the task of working their way through the long 
series of exegetical treatises was, in the words of W. Bousset, a 
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‘‘veritable torture’’.' Indeed, one might speculate that the harsh 
judgments on Philo made by distinguished scholars such as E. R. 
Dodds, W. Theiler and A. J. Festugiére constituted a form of revenge 
on the man who had imposed on them so many hours of disagreeable 
concentration.? But even those of us who are inclined to take a more 
favourable view of Philo’s achievement may well be prepared to assent 
to the criticism implicit in the following description given by F. H. Col- 
son:? 


These treatises, which are fairly homogeneous, do not aim at any continuous or 
systematic body of thought. They are expositions of what Philo conceives to be the 
inner and spiritual meaning of various incidents and texts in Genesis. So far his 
method is consistent enough. Unfortunately, perhaps — though it is a fault which is 
rather lovable — he is an inveterate rambler. This word does not mean that the 
thoughts are disconnected. In fact it is the mark of the true rambler that his points 
are always connected, and that he is unable to restrain himself from following up 
each connection as it occurs. Philo takes his text and expounds its philosophical 
meaning and proceeds to illustrate it from some other text, in which he discerns the 
same idea. But this second text generally contains some other words in which he 
finds some other idea, too valuable to be passed over. The process might, of course, 
go on indefinitely, but even Philo feels that there must be some limit to it and 
uitimately returns to his main subject. 
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Colson is here talking about the twenty-two treatises of the Allegorical 
Commentary, which together make up nearly half of Philo’s surviving 
oeuvre.‘ The sequential exegesis which he describes is not only difficult 
to read and analyse, but also gives rise to many questions. On the basis 
of what principles are the long sequences of Biblical exposition joined 
together? Is there a lack of control, as Colson suggests? And even if we 
were to agree that Philo does not aim at systematic presentation, can his 
reader nevertheless discern structural and thematic coherence? The 
answers given to these questions by Philonic scholars have been far 
from unanimous. In fact the thesis can be defended, in my view, that 
Philonic scholarship, though now recognizing the central place of ex- 
egesis in Philo’s thought,* has not yet been able to come to terms with 
the formal structure of his allegorical exegesis, and that this failure has 
significantly contributed to the negative reactions to his writings men- 
tioned above. 

In retrospect it may emerge that the year 1983 marked an important 
stage in the confrontation of the problems we have outlined. In this year 
two studies were published which both focus a good deal of attention on 
the nature and formal procedures of Philo’s exegesis.* Written and com- 
piled (for the most part) on opposite sides of the Atlantic, the two works 
in question form a contrasting pair in a number of respects. The one is 
not only sumptuously produced but also of considerable length and 
bulk, with the result that its price is beyond the reach of all but the 
wealthiest private buyer. The research of a single scholar which it con- 
tains represents a personal four de force that cannot fail to excite our 
admiration. Concentrating on a single theme to the point of obsession, 
it is an intensely difficult work which makes extreme demands on the 
reader. The other is much shorter and more modest in its presentation 
(and so also moderately priced). It records the results of an inter- 
disciplinary research project carrried out by a team of scholars. The col- 
lective approach allows a many-facetted analysis, presented in a fluent 
and attractive style that encourages the reader to continue from the one 
section to the next. 

This review article will consist of three parts. In the first two a de- 
tailed critique will be given of the two above-mentioned studies. In each 
case we will above all be interested in what they can teach us concerning 
the formal structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises. Encouraged by what 
we have learnt, we shall in the third and final part append some addi- 
tional comments of our own on this problematic area of research. Let us 
begin with the more ambitious and extensive of the two studies. 
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The meaning and intent of the title which Jacques Cazeaux has given 
his monograph, La trame et la chaine, will not be immediately clear to 
everyone. Like the title of E. R. Goodenough’s famous study, By light, 
light, it refers directly to a phrase, or in this case an image, located in 
Philo’s writings. In a complex allegorical exegesis of Lev. 2:14 in De 
sacrificiis 76-87 Philo affirms that the /ogos, when it has been divided 
into the finest divisions, should receive its appropriate demonstrations 
in the manner.that the warp receives the woof (§83). Cazeaux is con- 
vinced that this passage provides vital information on the method and 
structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises. 

The aim and contents of his book are better indicated in its sub-title, 
Les structures littéraires et l’exégése dans cing des traités de Philon 
d’Alexandrie. The aim of the study is to examine the nature and 
methods of Philo’s exegesis as revealed in the literary structure of his 
allegorical writings. But the sub-title makes it clear that Cazeaux does 
not wish to do this in abstracto. The work is divided into two main 
parts. After a relatively short introduction, there follows the first part, 
which takes up three-quarters of the book. In it analyses, some more 
detailed and more comprehensive than others, are given of five 
allegorical treatises, each of which deals with part of the story of 
Abraham: De migratione A brahami (exegesis Gen. 12:1-6),’ Quis rerum 
divinarum heres sit (Gen. 15:2-18), De congressu eruditionis gratia 
(Gen. 16:1-6), De fuga et inventione (Gen. 16:6-12), De mutatione 
nominum (Gen. 17:1-5, 15-22). The second part, in contrast, adopts the 
‘‘maniére synthétique’? and presents a summary of the procedures of 
Philonic exegesis which emerged in the preceding analyses. The book 
concludes with a bibliography and four indices. 

Let it be said at the outset of our discussion that it will be quite im- 
possible to give an adequate summary of this book, probably the longest 
on Philo ever written, in the space at our disposal.* Its main thesis can, 
however, be formulated in a short sentence. A careful analysis of 
Philo’s exegesis reveals beyond all doubt the total coherence of the 
literary composition and structure of his treatises.° In order to ap- 
preciate the nature of this postulated coherence,'° it is essential that we 
first understand what Philo is trying to do in his exegetical labours. 

Like a number of other contemporary Philonic scholars, Cazeaux 
strongly affirms the central place of Biblical exegesis in Philo’s work 
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and thought. Novel is his conviction that there is an intimate relation be- 
tween the texture of the Biblical narrative and the structural methods of 
Philo’s exegesis. Characteristic of the Bible is the unity of its conception 
and the slowness with which it unfolds its ideas. Its narrative moves 
from event to event and from theme to theme with slowness and 
sureness, leaving ‘‘spaces’’ and ‘‘distances’’ in between which are left 
free of the psychological and philosophical explanations characteristic 
of Greek literature from Homer onwards. Philo imitates the unity (i.e. 
coherence), slowness, and ‘‘spatiality’’ of scripture in the structure of 
his exegesis. It is the chief reason for the strangeness of his discourse 
when viewed through modern (Hellenically influenced) eyes.'' 

What is meant by ‘‘the structure of Philo’s exegesis’’? Cazeaux 
repeats over and over again that the sequence of exegeses and themes in 
Philo’s treatises are not to be explained in terms of a loose or free 
association of ideas — we recall to mind Colson’s rambler here! — in 
the manner of a preacher or a philosophical commentator. Rather, 
Philo weaves together his exegetical themes into a rigorously controlled 
structure of unsurpassed coherence and subtlety.'? The meaning and 
purpose of the exegetical treatises cannot be considered in isolation 
from the complexities of their structure, for via structure the unity and 
coherence of scripture is demonstrated.'? Cazeaux’s favourite image for 
the resultant literary product is that of the tapestry (drawn from Sacr. 
83). Philo’s Jogos, as exemplified in each treatise, is a seamless texture 
of many strands, faultlessly crafted through the interweaving of the 
woof of Biblical text and the warp of exegetical thematics.'* The en- 
comiastic tone of this paragraph is deliberate. A striking feature of 
Cazeaux’s monograph is a never-ending succession of enthusiastic 
laudes Philonis, extolling the magisterial qualities of Philo’s structured 
exegesis.'° 

How is this structure achieved and what are its features? Cazeaux in- 
troduces two principles and a number of techniques which together ac- 
count for the structure of the individual treatise and its parts as he sees 
it. The first principle is that of substitution (‘‘suppléance’’). Taking the 
unity of scripture as his starting-point, Philo continually invokes other 
texts to explain his base-text. Thus the text in Genesis is explained with 
recourse to a text in Exodus, the figure of Moses is substituted for that 
of Abraham, and so on. Explanation and substitution do not lead mere- 
ly to a doubling up, but introduce deepening, contrast, nuance.'* The 
second principle, given the name of redundance (‘‘redondance’’), is also 
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based on the assumption of the unity of scripture. Philo’s exegesis is 
fundamentally teleological, explaining one phrase or verse, but at the 
same time looking forward to and working its way towards the next. 
This is possible because the second phrase or verse is partially redun- 
dant, repeating aspects of the previous one but also adding new 
elements. Through the teleological method control and direction are in- 
troduced into the exegesis,'’ for the gallery of substituted texts and 
figures are skilfully guided towards the (partially redundant) thematics 
of the following text. Cazeaux uses here the image of the magnet, which 
patterns the rows of iron filings around and between its two poles.'* 

The techniques which Cazeaux discovers in the structuring of Philo’s 
exegesis cannot be discussed in detail here. They depend for the most 
part on the two notions of symmetry and movement. Philo organizes his 
substituted texts and figures into symmetrical patterns ‘of cor- 
respondence and contrast, positive and negative features.'? The move- 
ment of the exegesis occurs as the reader proceeds through the sym- 
metrically organized clusters of texts, symbols and figures. A special 
technique, picturesquely labelled ‘‘acceleration’’ or ‘‘envoy’’, is found 
at the end of such clusters, when the themes are all of a sudden 
cinematically flashed past or are concentrated in one figure.?° It will be 
clear by now that the basic unit of Philo’s exegetical structures, accor- 
ding to Cazeaux, is not the treatise as a whole, but the ‘‘chapters’’ into 
which it is divided and which are based on the lemmata of the scriptural 
text.2! By means of his two principles and the diverse techniques 
Cazeaux is able to discern recurring structural patterns in the chapters 
and lesser units of Philo’s exegesis. These patterns are made clear to the 
reader in some 140 diagrams placed at regular intervals throughout the 
book. To take an example, the structure of the chapter Congr. 83-121 
can be illustrated as follows:?? 


a §83-88 a §111-121 
DRAMATIC VOYAGE HARMONIOUS VOYAGE 
Egypt/Canaan Egypt/Canaan 
b §89-93 b° §103-110 
VICTORY (WAR) LIBERATION (PEACE) 
10 = 9+1 10 = limit 
c §94-102 
TITHE 


10 = 10 
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Cazeaux’s remarkable discovery is that, in spite of endless variation, it 
is the same basic pattern that recurs over and over again. He calls it a 
‘‘cradle’’, ‘‘curve’’, or ‘‘parabola’’. Its symmetrical form is most often 
achieved by means of a chiasmic construction, with a central section act- 
ing as ‘‘hinge’’ or ‘‘axis’’ (as in the above example).?> The line il- 
lustrating the cradle has an arrow-tip to indicate the movement of the 
exegesis, produced by means of its underlying structure. 

What meaning is contained in and conveyed by means of these recur- 
ring structures? Cazeaux’s views can be subsumed — the systematiza- 
tion is mine—under four headings. 

Firstly, the development of the exegesis is determined (and the move- 
ment controlled) by a number of concepts, some dialectical and rather 
abstract (unity/multiplicity, appearance/reality, contiguity/separation, 
positive/negative, static/dynamic etc.), others more philosophical or 
even mythological (person/object, Lord/God, transcendence/im- 
manence, birth/death/resurrection, time as past/present/future etc.). 
The purpose of these is not any kind of philosophical or theological in- 
vestigation; they are ‘‘categories’’ which regulate the flow of the ex- 
egetical themes.*4 

Secondly, the heart of Philo’s thought lies in his figures (i.e. Biblical 
characters or themes associated with characters) and the grouping of 
these in constellations. The procession of Biblical figures, explored by 
substitution and teleological anticipation, record (or indeed re-enact) 
the history of divine action and human response, as formulated in the 
polarity of Genesis and Exodus, the history of creation and the history 
of salvation, the Patriarchs and the people of Israel, contemplation (i.e. 
cosmos) and cult (i.e. Law).?5 What emerges in all clarity here, accor- 
ding to Cazeaux, is Philo’s preoccupation with time, not in the 
philosophical sense, but as expressed in terms of movement, develop- 
ment, history.”® And in the process history of the soul and history of the 
people should not be seen as antithetic, but complementary, virtually 
coalesced.?’ 

Thirdly, Cazeaux perceives a repeated movement from philosophy to 
scripture. The unaided reasonings of philosophy have strict limitations; 
their insufficiency is disclosed to all when they are overtrumped by the 
superior knowledge based on revealed Mosaic scripture, when abstract 
reason yields to concreteness and meaning.”* Fine examples are found in 
the long chapter on the Logos in Quis heres.”® This mini-treatise con- 
firms Festugiére’s view that in philosophy (and also in theology) Philo is 
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no more than a ‘‘simple bachelor’’. But this is no reproach, if we realize 
that he sees his task as locating and structuring the conceptual order im- 
manent in scripture.*° 

Fourthly, we come to that aspect of Cazeaux’s analyses which shows 
the most affinities to structuralist literary criticism. By a kind of 
‘*doublethink’’ we must imagine that the movement located in the ex- 
egetical structures is not Biblical exposition in abstracto, but is actually 
experienced by the characters in the exegesis and also by Philo the ex- 
egete and his redders.*! Thus, to return to the example we used just 
before, the long section on the Adyo¢ toueds is not a philosophical digres- 
sion, but gives concrete expression, via the process of religious discovery 
contained in its structure, to the propaideutic knowledge that Abraham 
must acquire in his spiritual quest. And Philo in writing the treatise, as 
well as his disciples in reading it, follow the same spiritual itinerary.*? 

There is, therefore, a single universal schema, on which the structure 
of Philo’s exegetical treatises is based and which accounts for their total 
coherence.*? It lies hidden under the surface of the text, like a tattoo 
under the skin,** and can only be laid bare by the patient labour of 
detailed analysis. The proof lies in the results gained:*° : 


Nous souhaitons que notre preuve soit cherchée et reconnue dans la répétition 
féconde des hypothéses, dans l’économie dont elles teémoignent en voulant «sauver» 
le texte de Philon, dans la simplicité qu’elles prétendent faire régner. 


The reader is likely to consider this talk of economy and simplicity 
somewhat naive, when he has toiled his way through 465 pages of ex- 
traordinarily detailed and complex analysis. In this analysis Cazeaux 
does not deal with each of the five treatises in the same way. 

The discussion of De migratione Abrahami deals with the whole 
treatise, but has what the author calls ‘‘une charactére plus rapide’’ (116 
pages).*® Recording the stages of Abraham’s mystic pilgrimage, the 
treatise has its central point in the announcement of the felos 
(§127-175), which by its future orientation separates the present of the 
divine gifts (first part) and the past of the paths already traversed (third 
part).>’ The next treatise Quis heres receives a fuller treatment (202 
pages). Once again the spiritual journey of Abraham is central, this time 
in terms of the schema birth-death-resurrection.** A chief object of the 
discussion is to show how the long chapter on the Logos is perfectly in- 
tegrated into the plan of the treatise as a whole.*® The problem of a so- 
called digression is also the subject of the much briefer discussion of De 
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congressu (26 pages). The excursus on the decad must be seen, accor- 
ding to Cazeaux, as the hinge on which the structure of the entire 
treatise turns.*° The analysis of De fuga et inventione again covers the 
whole work, but is this time ‘‘precise’’, ‘‘austere’’ (94 pages). The three 
main themes—flight, finding/searching, source—are each subjected by 
Philo to a logical division, and each time his basic cradle schema can be 
discerned. The base-text may at times seem rather distant, but in fact a 
wonderful harmony is achieved.*! The treatment of De mutatione 
nominum is once again short (26 pages), concentrating exclusively on 
§1-38. Abraham is now on the threshold of autonomy, as now becomes 
visible in the movement from the divine name xveroc to the name Oed¢ in 
Gen. 17:1. The teleology and subterranean logic of Philo’s exegesis 
emerge very clearly here.*? 

On the second and final part of the study we can be brief. One 
suspects that Cazeaux would have preferred not to give a ‘‘synthetic’’ 
presentation at all, for any form of synthesis is inimical to the nature of 
Philo’s thought. But the methods of modern scholarship constrain him. 
The procedures of Philo’s exegesis are grouped under four headings: 
grammar (philological tools used in exegesis); rhetoric (methods of 
organizing the Jogos); dialectic (movement between polarities); 


philosophy (categories of understanding leading to the intervention of 


scripture).*? The Hellenism of this classification is more apparent than 
real; its author regards it as no more than symbolic.** The reader will 
find it useful, but only as a supplement to (not a replacement for) the 
earlier analyses. Cazeaux’s study is guided, he assures us, not by a 
theoretical framework, but by artisanal intuition.** 

What is the net result of Cazeaux’s research? The consummate ar- 
tistry of Philo’s structural exegesis, the ‘‘jeu Philonien’’ of allegory and 
hidden meaning, his uncompromising Biblicism—all these combine to 
produce what is called ‘‘un livre défait’’, a book that is not a book as we 
have come to know it.*° We must not make the mistake of subjecting 
Philo to the ‘‘iron collar’? of deductive logic or psychology.*’ The 
tapestry of his /ogos is inimical to a ‘‘Hellenizing’’ discursive reason; it 
follows the logic of scripture in the structural logic of its own commen- 
tary, hidden under the surface of the text. The ‘‘livre’’ is ‘‘défait’’ 
because it remains unachieved, because it does not try to explain 
everything. It explores and articulates, but does not fill in the ‘‘spaces’’ 
of scripture. The Eigenart of Philo’s exegesis comes into clear relief 
when it is compared to the rapidity and directness of Patristic exegesis.*® 
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The Alexandrian, unlike his successors, is not trying to prove 
preconceived ideas. Presupposing only the unity and self-sufficiency of 
scripture, he allows it slowly to unfold... 


Having set out the contents of Cazeaux’s study as accurately and per- 
suasively as we could, it is time now to conjoin some evaluatory 
remarks. Since the tenor of these will be predominantly critical, we 
should begin by emphasizing that the book is not without certain merits. 
Its starting-point, the affirmation of the centrality of scriptural exegesis 
in Philo’s thought, is sound, indeed mandatory. The importance of the 
principle of substitution—another way of saying that scripture is ex- 
plained via scripture—is proven beyond all doubt. The principle of 
teleological organization cannot, I believe, be given the universal scope 
claimed by Cazeaux. But on a number of occasions he shows convinc- 
ingly that Philo anticipates and works towards Biblical texts and themes 
which he intends to incorporate into his exegesis.*® In the analysis of 
Philo’s treatises many penetrating observations can be read with profit. 
In particular the treatment of Philo’s more taxonomic sections 
(catalogues, divisions, word analyses etc.) is intriguing. Even if we do 
not see cradles, curves and hinges everywhere, we may be persuaded 
that Philo’s methods are not as haphazard as has often been thought.*° 

But does this massive study present us with the key to the secrets of 
Philo’s exegesis, as it claims to do? Regrettably the book has been con- 
ceived and written so as to resemble those capsules we get from the 
chemist. They must be swallowed whole or not at all; if we open them 
up and want to taste just a little, the result is rather unpleasant. My 
answer to the question just posed must be decisively in the negative, for 
the reason that the study presents a picture of Philo’s writings and 
thought which I find entirely unconvincing. I shall try to compress my 
objections into five points, beginning with a couple of lesser impor- 
tance. 

1. The lone ranger. It is Cazeaux’s deliberate policy to avoid all 
discussion with the results of Philonic scholarship.*' Like David, he 
prefers to confront Goliath (Philo!) unencumbered by the arms of 
Saul.°? The numerous works cited in the Bibliography are virtually never 
referred to.** This policy does the reader a great disservice. Nothing, of 
course, is more boring than pedantic discussions with other scholars, if 
merely held for their own sake. The function of such discussion must be 
to orientate the reader in what he already knows and what he must 
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unlearn, and as such it is indispensable.** Cazeaux’s reader feels like a 
cowboy on the endless prairie with ‘‘ne’er a signpost in sight’’. 
Moreover no attempt is made to place Philo in the context of his own 
times and his own situation—as if the man were a Biblical expositor 
pure and simple, floating in the ether with only a copy of scripture to 
keep him company.*° If, for example, the words &opgov xat d&rotov in 
Her. 160 translate the words tohu wabohu in Gen. 1:1, as Cazeaux 
maintains, should we not hear something about Philo’s knowledge of 
Hebrew? Does this view not contradict the exegesis in Opif. 16-35? And 
is the Middle Platonic interpretation of the 7Timaeus not relevant?*® 
Time and time again the reader observes that Cazeaux’s obsessive preoc- 
cupation with his own manner of reading Philo leads to a disdain for 
detail, when such detail is not required to corroborate his thesis.*’ 

2. A warped interpretation. | am not persuaded by Cazeaux’s 
analysis of Sacr. 82-85, on the basis of which the book receives its title, 
namely that the piece of embroidered work (xofxtAua) refers to Philo’s 
treatises, chapters (xepéAatax) to the divisions of his treatises, demonstra- 
tions (dmodeiEerc) to the figures and themes they contain, constructed 
reasonings (xataoxevat) to the ‘‘systématique’’ or subterranean logic of 
scripture.** There is not a single indication in this text that he is describ- 
ing the literary praxis of his own commentaries on scripture. In fact the 
entire passage of the (admittedly difficult) allegory on the words of Lev. 
2:14 in Sacr. 76-87 should be read at a high level of generality. The of- 
fering to be brought to the Lord is both the properly disposed soul and 
its jogos, and the meaning of the latter shifts (creatively or confusingly, 
depending on how you look at it) between ‘‘reason’’ and ‘“‘language’’, 
between ordered thought (philosophy) and ordered expression 
(rhetoric). As is his wont, Philo appropriates material from Greek 
philosophy and rhetoric for purposes of illustration.** If we were to read 
the whole allegory literally, we might conclude from 878-79, as 
Goodenough did,®° that scriptural teaching should be abolished, and 
that is certainly not Philo’s intention! The clue to the organization of 
Philo’s treatises is not to be found here. I suspect that Cazeaux grossly 
overestimates the literary pretensions of Philo’s scriptural commen- 
taries. The task of these is to elucidate the /ogos hidden in scripture xat& 
to duvatév, not to emulate scripture with a Jogos of their own.°' 

3. Philo maxime Judaeus. Cazeaux says on more than one occasion 
that he does not wish to contest other ways of reading and analysing 
Philo.®? But it should be clear by now that his approach has a markedly 
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‘*totalitarian’’ tendency. And on closer examination we observe that, if 
brought in relation to the perennial polarity of Philo Judaeus and Philo 
Alexandrinus that has come to exist in Philonic scholarship, it takes up 
an extreme position on the side of Judaization, thereby neglecting very 
important aspects of Philo’s thought. Perhaps not too much should 
be read into Cazeaux’s depiction of Philo’s exegesis as ‘‘subtle 
Rabbinism’’.*? But what could be more eloquent than the following 
remark (to the example involved we shall return below)? 


L’attention poftée par Philon a ces pronoms manifeste qu’a sa maniére Philon est 
parti a la recherche de la substance: |’Ecriture juive l’oriente vers un modéle de la 
«personne»; au lieu de suivre Aristote et les Physiciens grecs, pour qui le modéle de 
la substance est a chercher du c6té de l’objet du monde, Philon obéit aux schémas de 
la pensée juive. L’étre est a chercher du cOte (sic) de la personne humaine, insérée 
dans un temps qui intéresse la divinité et la révélation de la divinité. 


The understanding of allegory as an experience midway between reason 
and aesthetics, the ‘‘jeu sérieux’’ of imagination and memory in search 
of the ‘‘logique profonde’’ of scripture,®* cannot but have the effect of 
reducing the influence of Greek thought on Philo to a minimum. The 
subject has too broad a scope to be adequately discussed within the con- 
fines of this review. We briefly mention three aspects. 

(1) Far from rejecting the ‘‘iron collar’’ of rationality, Philo in fact em- 
braces it with fervour. The ideals of Greek philosophy—l/ogos, virtue, 
perfection/immortality, contemplation—are taken over and adapted 
for the purposes of understanding scripture. There is no movement 
from philosophy to scripture, but rather the realization that the study of 
scripture is the true philosophy. Allegory is the indispensable vehicle in 
this process. To be sure, it does not encourage the pursuit of 
philosophical systematics. Nothing could be further from Philo’s inten- 
tions. But it does allow the imposition of Greek philosophical ideals on 
the Biblical text with the result that the ‘‘flavour’’ of Philo’s thought 
—and here my view is diametrically opposed to Cazeaux’s—stands 
worlds apart from that of the Biblical narrative (and the exegesis of the 
Rabbis).*° 

(2) The reading of Philo’s exegesis in terms of the history of creation 
(Genesis) and the history of salvation (Exodus) leads to a serious 
overestimation of the role of history in his thought. Cazeaux refuses, as 
we saw, to distinguish between the soteriological history of the people of 
Israel and the spiritual history of the soul; both occur in the book 
Genesis, both occur in the allegorical exegesis of its contents.*’ But ina 
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nuanced analysis A. Jaubert has shown that in Philo the notion of the 
covenantal relation essential to this ‘‘historical’’ approach almost whol- 
ly recedes in favour of the theme of the spiritual experience of the soul. 
It is not a matter of either/or here, but of priorities. Through the in- 
fluence of Greek philosophical ideas the historical figures of scripture 
tend to be allegorically reduced to states of the soul in search of 
knowledge of God as 6 év/t6 dv. In a paradoxical way these figures, by 
being taken to represent the spiritual exodus of the individual soul, 
come to lose their own individuality.° 

(3) The conclusion cannot be avoided that Cazeaux disallows the in- 
fluence of Greek philosophy on Philo on a priori grounds. It is claimed 
that ‘‘une recherche d’histoire littéraire permettant de noter les critéres 
de I’éclectisme qui joue dans les emplois de la philosophie’’ is a study 
posterior to and independent of his own analysis.”® In practice such a 
division of labour must and does lead to disastrous results. Cazeaux 
consistently makes no attempt to understand the philosophical 
background of Philo’s explanations, with the result that his analyses 
repeatedly make statements and reach conclusions which cannot be cor- 
rect, because from the philosophical viewpoint adopted by Philo they 
are irrelevant, absurd or simply impossible. To give a trivial example 
(others will follow below): when in Fug. 123 Philo cites the Biblical 
words xapdiav ouviévar (Deut. 29:4), it is abundantly clear that xapdia is 
understood as parallel to Aoytaude in §121 and vote in § 124 (Ex. 7:23).”! 
Philo can do this because in Stoic philosophy the heart is the location of 
the 7yewovixdédv, man’s reasoning faculty. When it is stated that ‘“‘le 
«coeur», désigne en hébreu autant l’intelligence que l’affectivité’’,’? this 
is not only irrelevant (Philo reads Greek, not Hebrew), but also positive- 
ly misleading, because it runs counter to the fundamental (philo- 
sophical) dualism of reason and unreason upon which the exegesis is 
based. Such examples could be multiplied ad libitum, for they are the 
unavoidable result of the method which the study adopts. 

4. Expositor subtilis. Duns Scotus, the Medieval doctor subtilis, need 
not fear, Cazeaux’s Philo is only a bachelor in philosophy. But as an ex- 
egete he is surely entitled to that doctorate summa cum laude. Affirma- 
tion of the subtlety of Philo’s exegesis (and not seldom of his inter- 
preter) runs like a purple thread through the tapestry of Cazeaux’s 
book.”? The reader, however, will soon wish to replace the word with 
“*hypercomplexity’’ or ‘‘abstrusity’’, for the interpretations which he 
must work his way through are of such a labyrinthine intricacy that they 
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make the contents of the Talmud or the Metaphysics of Aristotle read 
like a comic-strip in comparison. It seems to me entirely improbable 
that an author, no matter what genre of writing he used, should attempt 
to convey this meaning in the manner envisaged by Cazeaux. (It may 
well, in fact, be impossible; uncovering a hidden literary structure is one 
thing—this study has shown that it can be done—but actually devising 
and concealing it is quite a different matter.) Tucked away in the middle 
of one of his analyses is the telling phrase, ‘‘cohérence oblige’’.”* In- 
deed, coherence is compelling, and, we might add, compulsive. Having 
made the assumption of the total coherence of Philo’s exegesis, and 
having moreover discovered to his own satisfaction the universal 
schema that effectuates that coherence, our author is compelled to go to 
extreme lengths to demonstrate the validity of his own thesis. It is the 
method of the Procrustean bed. A remarkable result is the frequency 
with which Cazeaux, in reconstructing the structure of Philo’s treatises, 
ignores the structural markers that Philo himself gives. The interpreta- 
tion of Sacr. 82-85, so important to his thesis, furnishes an example. 
The tetradic articulation of the allegory is clearly indicated by Philo (§76 
“‘véa’? uev Ste t6de, §80 gate Sé, §82 Fotw dé, §85 yor Sé ... weta 1d 
‘*y{Spa’’). Cazeaux has decided for the purposes of his interpretation, 
however, that the break between §81 and 82 should be effaced, so that 
the example of Jacob and Esau in §81 reflects on the division of the 
logos in §82-85 (a mistaken interpretation in my view—Philo’s exegesis 
is often much more episodic than he is prepared to allow).’> So he 
translates otw dé at the beginning of §82 with ‘‘cela ne veut pas dire que 
...” This is not reading what Philo says. 

5. ‘*Philonisant @ notre tour’’. Once again a casual phrase is highly il- 
luminating.’® The most astonishing claim that this book makes—it is in- 
herent in its entire design—is that the Biblical text, the Philonic exegesis 
and Cazeaux’s interpretation are all talking on the same wave-length.”’ 
The contrary is true. We can formulate it in the following way: what 
Philo does with the Bible, using it as a springboard for his allegorical 
speculations, is precisely what Cazéaux does with Philo. He is not help- 
ing us to understand the man Philo better, but using Philo’s ideas and 
writings to build a cathedralic edifice of his own invention. The ‘‘jeu 
Philonien’’ which we constantly read about is in fact nothing else than 
the ‘‘jeu Cazelien’’, an aesthetic experience entirely divorced from reali- 
ty like the Glass bead game in Herman Hesse’s great novel. Moreover, 
as our author himself admits, the actual harvest of the book is very 
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thin.”* Not that it does not contain enough material. To the contrary, 
the endlessly intricate analyses give rise to an overwhelming surfeit of 
meaning, which soon has the effect of numbing the reader rather than 
stimulating him. And when it is realized that this surfeit reduces itself to 
the repetition of a structural logic that is both subterranean and subra- 
tional, disappointment is likely to ensue. Having made these remarks, 
which may seem rather harsh, let me immediately add that from the 
literary point of view the book is a considerable achievement. It is clear 
that Cazeaux, ‘‘Philonisant a son tour’’, has made a concerted attempt 
to adopt Philo’s style and methods, as he sees them, in the composition 
of his own study on Philo. This gives the whole enterprise a remarkable 
consistency. So, for example, the analysis is meant to proceed with the 
same slowness that the Bible and Philo exhibit.’? Some of the results of 
this deliberate mimesis are more successful than others. The interweav- 
ing of the themes of research throughout the lengthy analyses is skilfully 
done. The page-long paragraphs (sixty or eighty lines are no exception) 
of seamless prose are less agreeable.*® Personally I cannot regard the 
whole undertaking as a success, for reasons already outlined. But the at- 
tempt compels our admiration. 


_It would be unfair to halt at this point. The objections which we 
raised were presented in general terms. But it is clear that Cazeaux 
regards his thesis as validated above all by the persuasiveness and con- 
vergence of his textual analyses. We shall now give five examples, one 
from each treatise discussed, in which the deficiencies of his methods 
clearly emerge. Unfortunately limitations of space dictate a sketchy 
treatment. 


Migr. 36. On p. 64 we encounter the following question and answer: ‘‘Lorsqu’au §36, il 
attaque l’interprétation raisonnée du mot «VO/R», en le tournant sur ses trois faces: 
«faire voir» — «celui qui voit» — «Celui qui fait voir», de quel texte de l’Ecriture 
entreprend-il alors le commentaire? II traite simultanément (tout est la) et de son Jacob, 
devenu en un seul et méme homme, le « VOYANT» (§39), et d’Abraham a qui Dieu s’est 
adressé: «Je te ferai voir».’? My answer would differ. The scriptural text dealt with is the 
base-text Gen. 12:1 and in particular the words jv cor deffo. Note how the last words in §35 
prepare the transition, and how the rather obscure citation of Ex. 15:25 in §36 is prompted 
by the word é%e:fev in that text (wholly ignored by Cazeaux). It is correct that the explana- 
tion in §36-42 is triadic, dealing in turn with 16 dexvdpevov, 6 dpdv, 6 Setxvdc. This is not, 
however, an ‘‘interprétation raisonnée’’ of the word ‘to see’, but of the words fv oor Seiko 
in the Biblical text (cot is equated, by substitution, with Israel 6 épdév Se6v). The ruse here is 
thus Cazeaux’s, not Philo’s, achieved by translating the verb deixvivar by ‘‘faire voir’’ in- 


THE STRUCTURE OF PHIL.O’S ALLEGORICAL TREATISES 223 


stead of ‘‘montrer’’. What has led him to introduce this ruse, which distorts the meaning 
of Philo’s words? The motivation is undoubtedly his desire to submit to the ‘‘imperialism 
of symmetry’’ (p. 564) and to establish a dialectical movement between Jacob-Jacob 
(§27-33) and Jacob-Israel (§38-39), bridged by the account of the exegete’s experience in 
§34-35. Such a movement seems to me illusory, because Philo is dealing with different 
parts of the base-text, different substituted texts, different (though connected) exegetical 
themes. The concatenation is more textually based, the treatment is more episodic than 
Cazeaux will allow. But when he affirms (p. 67) that during this passage Philo has Gen. 
12:7 (xai dpOy xberog tH ABpayz) in mind, he may well be correct (note how #v (yj) remains 
unexplained). 


Her. 31-39 (a passage with important implications, p. 191). Here follows a (selective) com- 
mentary on a commentary on a commentary. 

P. 193. ‘‘L’exégéese de «Mai» commande les §34 a 39; «Quoi?» permet de résumer les 
§31-33; le pronom «Qui?» — hors du texte biblique — se trouve a la frontiere de ces deux 
volets.’? Cazeaux is talking here about what he calls the ‘‘structural logic’’ which is in- 
terior compared with the external structure formed by the Biblical citations (cf. p. 167). 
This double structure is unnecessary; the parts of the base-text cited in §31 and 34 are suf- 
ficient to explain the train of the thought. Nor can I agree with a movement from ti (scrip- 
ture) through tis (philosophy) to éy (scripture). The words ti yor Sedcetg lead to a discus- 
sion of divine grace, which is a relatively self-contained piece of exegesis. The words tic &v 
yévorto ... xAnpovéyoc are indeed transitional, but are anticipated from Gen. 16:3-4 in order 
to explain Abraham’s next words. tig ... xAnpovéwog is according to Cazeaux-a purely 
philosophical phrase (not true), which ‘‘saves’’ the Biblical text (by offering a connection, 
cf.p. 195). Yet philosophy (tic) advocated the model of substance, scripture (7) the model 
of person. None of this is particularly compelling. No reader confronting Philo’s words 
can reasonably be expected to find a system of pronominal metaphysics in this passage. 
p. 194. “‘L’opposition (limité/illimité) se poursuit au §33, ott nous lisons: «Que me 
donneras-tu apres m’avoir donné des (biens) infinis?» — Ti wor Sedcets, audsOnta dovc;’? We 
must object to the translation (another none-too-subtle ruse). If Philo had meant infinite, 
he would have written d&mewpa. d&uvOynta (‘untold’’, ‘‘countless’’) stresses the extent of 
divine beneficence, not ‘‘la démesure plurielle et étouffante’’. But there is more at stake 
than a translation here. 

p. 195. ‘‘Jusqu’ici, en effet, Abraham reste plongé dans l’abondance illimité, comblé qu’il 
se reconnait par le don de Dieu...’’ Cazeaux’s interpretation of §31-33 is vitiated by a 
failure to take into account the philosophical doctrine on which Philo’s remarks are 
based. It is aphoristically phrased at Spec. 1.43, yapiGouor S’eéya t& olxeta té Andbowéven, and 
explained in terms highly reminiscent of Her. 31 at Opif. 23. God in the fulness of his be- 
ing distributes his beneficence (both ontological and epistemological) to the extent that the 
recipient is able to receive it, and for this reason it must be measured. Abraham is not 
already ‘‘champ infini’’ (p. 194); that is what he wou/d be but for the measurement of the 
Logos. This measurement is not ‘‘objective’’ (ibid.), but accommodated to Abraham’s 
ability to receive. Hence the tension of the passage, since the patriarch does not know the 
extent to which he will be able to receive the proffered grace. There can thus be no ques- 
tion of a movement on Abraham’s part from ‘“‘unlimited abundance’’ to ‘‘measured 
limit’’ (what he has already received must be already measured), nor from infinite plurali- 
ty (duvOnta!) to a singular limited essence. But the whole of Cazeaux’s analysis of §1-39 
stands or falls with this movement. 
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p. 199. Must we really take §34-39 as purely ironical? This would be to neglect man’s 
ovdévera (§29-30) and the concomitant recognition of God’s graciousness (§31). How does 
Abraham know his own otxeta (cf. Spec. 1.43)? (Note how the d:opatixdv yévosg is already 
established, but Abraham does not know whether his membership will lead to progeny. 
The allegory takes little account of Abraham’s role as founder of the Jewish race.) 

p. 200. ‘‘Une cohorte de passions’’. Surely inappropriate for the sage desiring to attain 
virtue and excellence. At the least we must think of edxa@erat. In fact the subject of xa&6y is 
not broached here. 

p. 202. ‘‘S’il restait sans enfant, Abraham ne rejoindrait pas la hauteur du ciel: il ne 
retrouverait donc pas son origine naturelle de nathp uetéwpoc.’’ True, Abram is not yet 
Abraham, so Philo’s words in §34 could remind us of his etymology. But how could Philo 
mean that Abraham in any way returns to his Chaldean past, from which he emigrated? 
Probably the etymology is irrelevant here. The thought of &Bavact« as the ideal of the sage 
has summoned an allusion to the odpavov gutév in Plato Tim. 90a (M. Harl in her commen- 
tary, Les ceuvres de Philon ... 15.49, is too negative on this). Cazeaux’s neglect of the 
Greek philosophical background of Philo’s words leads to a hazardous interpretation. 


Congr. 99, Cazeaux’s analysis of §83-121, with its four cradles formed into one big cradle, 
is a masterpiece of ingenuity. But does it help us understand Philo’s text better? On p. 369 
and 378 we learn that the pivotal point of the symmetrical construction of the passage is 
§99, virtually the half-way mark of the whole treatise (n. 23). The hapless reader, who 
finds here brief references to the (verbally similar) texts Gen. 28:22 and 14:22 as part of 
the treatment of the theme of tithing, will be astonished to discover how much he is actual- 
ly missing because he has failed to comprehend the ‘‘deep structure’. Here are some 
samples (p. 378): ‘‘Il est [§94-102] dans le traité le point d’invasion ot la lumiére 
supérieure enléve et transfigure les reflets de la propédeutique ... Il existe dans la vie 
d’Abraham un point — et peu importe la chronologie — ou il aborde aux rivages plus par- 
faits de l’action de graces. Quand il fait retour de la «dime», le voici qui touche barre, avec 
la complicité de Melchisédeq, une figure accomplie, tutélaire, liée comme Isaac a ces 
«moments» — xatpot — qui dépassent le cours des heures et signifient le rapt de la science 
et de l’exercice par la Nature immédiate, qui de soi apprend et connait par soi (§99). On ne 
s’étonne pas de rencontrer également dans ce §99 les trois Patriarches de la triade mystique 
... L’«instant» privilégié de Sara contient les trois moments du temps, passé, présent et 
futur, et l'une de ces trois figures surmonte toute mesure temporelle.’’ My question is: 
how can the reader reasonably be expected to pick up these messages when there is no talk 
of them in the text? A brief glance at §99 will confirm that nothing is said of xapof, of 
“‘mystique’’, of ‘‘les trois moments de temps’’. 


Fug. 94-102. Some comments on the analysis at p. 405-408. 

(1) The arithmological observations are irrelevant; if they had been important Philo would 
have mentioned them. The number six possesses perfection, but it is the wrong kind of 
perfection for theology (cf. Opif. 13). 

(2) Cazeaux is right in his criticism of Goodenough. But when he writes (p. 407) 
‘*Retenons le pragmatisme de Philon: il tire les éléments d’une construction locale dans le 
sens favorable au plan du traité.’’, the last four words should in my view be replaced with 
“*a Pexégeése du texte’’. Curiously our author seems unaware that QE 2.68 is preserved in 
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Greek (part of the only section of the Quaestiones to come down to us in a direct 
tradition). 

(3) A minor point: Philo does not relate Qeé¢ to the noun 6éag (translated ‘‘position’’) in 
§97, but to the verb téOnur (‘‘place’’, ‘‘establish’’). 

(4) A point of more consequence: there is no basis for Cazeaux’s contention that in §102 
Philo divides between the ‘‘metropolis’’ as the dwelling-place for the Levites who have 
found the Logos and the five other cities as places of refuge for the manslayers. All six 
cities are available to both groups, but on different conditions, i.e. the distinction in the 
last sentence is between xatorxyjoet and xatapuyés. Once again it is the quest for movement 
(p. 406 ‘‘le passage du Lévite au Logos’) which brings about the forced interpretation. The 
envisaged connections with earlier themes in §8 and 24-38 (eiCova) are far-fetched. 


¢ 


Mut. 15-17. The compact analysis of §1-38, based on the tension and dialectical movement 
between the two divine names in Gen. 17:1, is a fine example of Cazeaux’s methods, not 
least because this passage is, from the philosophical and theological point of view, one of 
the most interesting in Philo. It is clear that in §15-18 Philo outlines a progréssion from 
the Chaldean quest for immanent causation to recognition of God’s épy7, and then on toa 
higher gift indicated in the words éye ely Ge6¢ ad¢. But in the endeavour to construct the 
entire chapter in terms of the above-mentioned dialectic an impossibly complex and un- 
convincing result is achieved. Space prevents the discussion of more than one detail. On p. 
483 we read: ‘‘Faut-il souligner la maitrise du commentaire? Et, par exemple, on doit 
pouvoir considérer comme objective la relation suivante: Oedc, au début, est dit n’étre pas 
employé xupiwe; a la fin, la «Cause» est désignée sous le nom de Kuetog, mais sa dénomina- 
tion reste o4 xdptov. Cette double impropriété apparait comme une vérité dialectique par 
rapport 4 l’imagination chaldéenne (a la fin du §17: égavtaciw6n). Surely a red light should 
flicker in our minds at this point, for Philo never associates the divine name xdptog with 
causation, but always with rule or sovereignty. And when we look at the text we find in 
§15 that Philo is quite explicit: Gote 16 ‘‘d5qOq xdprog tH "ABpacy’’ Aéyecban Urovontéov ody ad¢ 
énthépnovtos xal émipatvouévov tod mavtdc aitiou. But Cazeaux proceeds to translate deyy in 
§15-17 as ‘“‘cause’’, possible because of ‘‘un jeu de mots, qui en est a peine un, sur d&px7 
«pouvoir» et «cause»’’ (p. 481-2). Now dpy can mean many things, including ‘‘begin- 
ning”’ and ‘‘principle’’, but ‘‘cause’’ is not one of them. The analysis (see the cradles on 
p. 480, 482, 488) is thus at least partly based on a flawed understanding of Philo’s doc- 
trine of the divine powers. 


Let us bring our discussion of Cazeaux’s study to a close with a final 
quote:®! 


En tout cela, Philon use d’une habileté presque diabolique, dissimulant le procédé, 
faisant coincider les observations les plus superficielles avec le secret dessein d’une 
providence littéraire 4 qui rien n’échappe. Et nous pensons que le lecteur moderne 
peut bénéficier, jusque dans le détail, de ce détour immense que nous lui imposons. 


Why, we may reasonably ask, should Philo be so diabolically secretive? 
His task as commentator is to elucidate the secrets of scripture, not to 
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enshroud them in a well-nigh impenetrable cloud of secrecy of his own 
devising. To be sure, Philo practises an esotericism, but it is a trans- 
parent esotericism, into which readers possessing the right qualifications 
can be initiated by reading his books.*? Cazeaux has fallen into the same 
trap that earlier ensnared great scholars such as E. R. Goodenough and 
H. A. Wolfson, namely the temptation to engage, not on an investiga- 
tion of what Philo actually said, but on a reconstruction of what he 
would have said if he had articulated what he had really meant to 
say...°? 

What, then, about the ‘‘immense détour’’? It is not the task of a 
reviewer, except in exceptional cases, to discourage others from reading 
the book being reviewed. Nor would I wish to do so in this case. Unfor- 
tunately, as was noted above, this particular book must be read in its en- 
tirety or not at all. My advice to the prospective reader is to begin with 
its most accessible chapters, the compact analyses of Congr. 83-111 and 
Mut. 1-38,°4 and decide for himself or herself whether the detour will be 
worthwhile. My fear is, however, that, confronted by the astonishing 
difficulty and minimal harvest of this study, he or she will disappoint 
the expectation of its author. 


I] 


As we already stated in our introductory remarks, the second book to 
be reviewed stands in marked contrast to the first. It is a team effort, 
and does not aim to produce a synoptic view on any aspect of Philo’s 
thought or work. Its origins lie in a project entitled ‘‘Philo of Alexan- 
dria, An Interdisciplinary Study in the Fusion and Diffusion of Cultural 
Traditions’’, carried out in 1976-78. The leaders of the project, David 
Winston and John Dillon, formulate its aim as follows:** 


... the purpose [of the project] was to attain, by means of an interdisciplinary team 
approach, new and more detailed insights into the immediate sources and true 
nature of Philo’s work. The pair of treatises De Gigantibus — Quod Deus were 
chosen for the production of a detailed commentary on a representative section of 
the Philonic corpus to serve as a paradigm for the type of commentary which we felt 
was needed. 


The team consisted of eight scholars, all of whom were at the time work- 
ing in the United States, with one important exception in the person of 
the French scholar, the late Valentin Nikiprowetzky.** As the title of the 
project implies, the members of the team are specialists in the diverse 
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scholarly disciplines related to the study of the writings of the Jewish- 
Alexandrian exegete and philosopher. 

The book which acquaints us with the results of the research project 
consists of a Commentary on the two Philonic treatises De gigantibus 
and Quod Deus immutabilis sit, preceded by an Introduction which is 
almost twice the length of the commentary it introduces. The introduc- 
tion is further divided into three sections, discussing the formal, 
stylistic/literary, and philosophical aspects of the two treatises respec- 
tively. It is stressed in the Preface that ‘‘each author is responsible for 
his own contribution to the introduction, and no attempt has been made 
by the editors to harmonize the various views expressed’’. In our review 
we Shall deal in turn with the four main parts of the book. The discus- 
sion of the first part, with which we begin, will be slightly more expan- 
sive than the rest on account of its direct relevance to the main theme of 
this article. 


The first section of the Introduction, entitled ‘‘The Form of Philo’s 
Commentary’’, commences with what is the longest and arguably the 
most important contribution to the entire book.®’ In it Nikiprowetzky 
undertakes to examine the methods of Philo’s exegesis in the two 
treatises dealt with in the Commentary. The two works—which may 
well have originally been a single work**—constitute an excellent test- 
case, he argues, for they place all the problems confronting research on 
Philo’s exegesis in a particularly clear light. Formally they are best 
regarded as two ‘‘commentaires suivis ou perpétuels’’ on Gen. 6:1-4a 
and 4b-12, without a clear marcation between them and lacking any true 
external or internal unity.*® Does this mean that we must side with those 
who adopt a very critical attitude to Philo’s writing, or should we con- 
clude that these treatises, in spite of their lack of unity, do show that 
Philo is a writer who gives his exegesis a clear and coherent structure? It 
is the aim of Nikiprowetzky’s chapter to resolve this question. 

The chief reason that the structure of Philo’s exegesis is so badly 
misunderstood must be sought, in the opinion of our author, in the 
failure to recognize the ‘‘mother-cell’’ of his exegetical developments, 
namely the guaestio followed by a solutio. The development of the ex- 
egesis lies in the progression from one question and answer to the next, 
these being in every case based on the biblical lemma under discussion.*° 
Any attempt at producing a synthetic analysis of this progression is 
foredoomed to failure. Philo’s exegetical treatises are in fact literary 
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adaptations and developments of the basic method of the Quaestiones 
in Genesin et Exodum. In the case of Gig.-Deus we are in the particular- 
ly fortunate circumstance of having at our disposal the sections of OG 
which deal with the same biblical text (1.89-99).?' 

The analysis of the two treatises which Nikiprowetzky presents is en- 
tirely based on the theory just outlined. Their contents are divided into a 
sequence of 14 questions and answers, varying in length from 3 capita 
(Gig. 55-57) to 44 capita (Deus 140-183) of text. For each question and 
answer the biblical lemma under investigation, the guaestio explicitly or 
implicitly raised, and an outline of the solutio is given. This outline, tak- 
ing the form of a brief summary of each caput of Philo’s text, is a quite 
invaluable aid to the reader who wishes to follow the paths (and blind 
alleys) of Philo’s exegetical developments. It should be noted that the 14 
sections in each case involve a starting out from and a reversion to the 
main biblical text under scrutiny (Gen. 6:1-12). Philo’s practice of in- 
voking other biblical texts and giving them detailed attention (cf. 
Cazeaux’s ‘‘suppléance’’), which leads to what Nikiprowetzky calls a 
‘“‘quaestio a tiroir’’,®? is seen as strictly subordinated to the main struc- 
ture of the 14 quaestiones et solutiones. 

Having reached the end of his analysis, Nikiprowetzky concludes that 
it has very neatly confirmed the original premiss. The aim and method 
of Philo’s commentaries is very similar to that found in the Quaestiones 
in Genesin, but the mode of execution shows a much greater thematic 
richness and literary sophistication. With regard to Philo’s composi- 
tional skills he decisively affirms:*° 


Philon pratique en fait l'art de composer et méme, dans la perspective réelle de sa 
pensée qui est celle des quaestiones et solutiones, il le pratique d’une facon parfaite- 
ment cohérente et rigoureuse, avec une logique sans faille. C’est un auteur clair. 


The chapter is brought to an end with a number of thought-provoking 
remarks on the significance of the allegorical method (both as an 
apologetic instrument and as an instrument for spiritual discovery), and 
on the reasons for the continual oscillation between feelings of fascina- 
tion and disappointment which is the experience of Philo’s modern 
readers. Interesting parallels are drawn here with the writings of another 
Jew, Franz Kafka.** 

It would appear, therefore, that Nikiprowetzky joins Cazeaux in 
asserting the fundamental coherence of Philo’s exegetical structures. 
The temptation must be resisted, however, to draw the conclusion that 
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there is a measure of convergence in the results of their research. In fact 
the methods and conclusions of the two French scholars are galaxies 
apart. The coherence which Nikiprowetzky discovers is that of a struc- 
ture based on a sequence of questions and answers, not that of a total 
integration of countless exegetical themes into a complex tapestry of 
meaning. The existence of the latter kind of coherence is denied in the 
strongest terms, because the various questions and answers are for the 
most part seen as quite independent of each other.’* A second difference 
lies in their attrtude to the Philonic text. Throughout his analysis 
Nikiprowetzky-displays a fidelity to the letter and spirit of Philo’s text 
which constitutes a shining example for all Philonic scholars and stands 
in marked contrast to the cavalier methods employed by Cazeaux. Time 
and time again his positive delight in detail and the attention he lavishes 
on small but significant points leads to an improved understanding of 
the Philonic text.?® 

In the following chapter Dillon undertakes to examine the extent to 
which there are parallels between Philo’s exegetical methods and those 
used by the Platonist commentators on the dialogues of Plato.°’ 
Although some interesting examples are noted (e.g. the use of é&nopiat, 
levels of interpretation, multiple exegesis etc.), the results on the whole 
are rather thin. This is in itself, of course, a valuable conclusion. An in- 
teresting suggestion made by Dillon is that, in the passages in which 
multiple exegeses of anonymous commentators are presented, both 
Philo and Proclus are doing the same thing, ‘‘setting up straw men in 
order to shoot them down’’.®* Two minor points of criticism. Dillon 
does not justify his choice of Neoplatonist comparative material. Is 
there not Middle Platonist evidence available, much closer to Philo’s 
time (and perhaps place)??? Secondly, it is a pity that Dillon’s article 
does not focus its attention more directly on the two treatises being com- 
mented on in this book.'®° 

In a third contribution David Gooding and Nikiprowetzky col- 
laborate in examining Philo’s use of the Bible in the two treatises.'*' 
Nikiprowetzky provides us now with a list of all the references to the 
biblical text, amounting to a total of 61.'°? The LXX text and Philo’s 
text are placed side by side, and brief comments are made on the fre- 
quent discrepancies between the two. We are thus given insight into a 
fascinating scale of biblical usage, ranging from (sometimes) accurate 
quotation to (more often) inaccurate citation, allusion and adapta- 
tion.'®? As we shall see, the list is all the more invaluable because of the 
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important role played by references to the biblical text in the structure 
of Philo’s exegesis. Gooding adds some interesting remarks on other 
aspects of Philo’s use of the Bible, such as his manifest lack of 
knowledge of the Hebrew underlying the Greek version and his frequent 
misrepresentation of the meaning it intends to convey.' 

An evaluation of Nikiprowetzky’s contribution, as presented in the 
opening chapter, has so far been postponed; clearly the chapter on 
Philo’s biblical usage is intimately connected with it, and had to be 
taken into account as well. Our verdict, now that we can give it, is 
double-edged. 

1. As a demonstration of the validity of the theory on the historical 
developments encapsulated in the formal features of Philo’s exegesis the 
analysis is highly successful. I am persuaded that Nikiprowetzky ts en- 
tirely correct in postulating that Philo’s exegetical procedures grew out 
of the qguaestio et solutio method used in the Synagogue and in Jewish 
exegesis, and that this origin is still detectable in the structure of the two 
treatises analysed. Crucial here, as we shall presently see, is not the con- 
tinual raising of &xopiat, but the piece-by-piece exposition of the biblical 
text, involving a return to the central text at regular intervals.'® 

2. As an analysis of the structure and thematic development of the two 
treatises the account is in our view less successful, though by no means a 
failure. The delineation of 14 sub-divisions, each beginning with a 
return to the main biblical text being commented on, is of the highest 
importance for an understanding of the treatises’ structure. But is it 
helpful to label each of these sub-divisions as quaestiones et solutiones? 
For two reasons the answer must be in the negative. Firstly, the em- 
phasis placed on the quaestio or &xopta posed by the biblical lemma is 
excessive and one-sided. To be sure, Nikiprowetzky can point to some 
excellent examples of how Philo uses a problem raised by the text to 
**break it open’’ and thus embark on his exegesis.'°* But this is only one 
of the diverse techniques which he employs to introduce his explanation 
of the text. He can just as easily start with an opinion of other exegetes, 
a semantic distinction, a grammatical observation, and so on.'®’ It is no 
accident that Nikiprowetzky sometimes has great difficulty in determin- 
ing what the actual quaestio of the postulated quaestio et solutio is.'°* 
Secondly, by seeing the structure of the treatises exclusively in terms of 
his quaestiones et solutiones, the French scholar does not pay enough 
attention to the structural role of the secondary biblical texts invoked in 
what he calls the ‘‘quaestio a tiroir’’. Sometimes the discussion of the 
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main biblical lemma can be very short, and yet be followed by the 
exegesis of another, subordinate text which is much longer and 
more detailed. The most striking example is Deus 140-183, which concen- 
trates for the most part on an exegesis not of Gen. 6:12 but of 
Num. 20:17-20.'°? The relative independence of these developments is 
insufficiently recognized. A final criticism that can be made of 
Nikiprowetzky’s analysis is more difficult to formulate with sufficient 
nuance. We have already praised the French scholar for his fidelity to 
the Philonic text and the great value of his summaries and notes. Yet in 
the end the analysis he presents suffers from being too static and too 
descriptive. The combination of an identification of the central quaestio 
and a caput-by-caput summary of the contents of the solutio cannot do 
full justice to the dynamic element in Philo’s exegetical structures. The 
motivation behind Philo’s choice of subordinate biblical texts is often 
not made sufficiently clear,''® cases of (teleological) anticipation are not 
noted,''' thematic connections made between separate quaestiones 
could receive more emphasis.''? It must be readily conceded to Nikipro- 
wetzky that the 14 sub-divisions which he has found in Gig.-Deus, based 
on exegesis of the main biblical text, are sufficient to give the work(s) a 
measure of coherence and clarity. But are they in themselves enough to 
refute Colson’s accusation that Philo’s method is that of the ‘‘inveterate 
rambler’’?!'!? 

The second part of the Introduction, entitled ‘‘Philo’s style and dic- 
tion’’, continues the good work of the first. In four chapters of varying 
length John Leopold discusses Philo’s knowledge of rhetorical theory, 
his vocabulary and word choice, the characteristics of his style in 
Gig.-Deus, and the relation between rhetoric and allegory in his 
works.''* In each case the twin aims of the project are ably carried out: 
we learn more about Philo and his Umwelt, and we come to a better 
understanding of certain aspects of the two treatises. The three pages on 
Philo’s vocabulary are particularly instructive, and show how much we 
can still learn in this area.''® Leopold is very much aware of the par- 
ticular purpose of Philo’s writings: the frequent use of grammatical 
terms is the result of his task of commenting on the Mosaic text; for the 
same reason few remarks are made on style. Philo’s awareness and ap- 
preciation of questions of style is above all made clear in his own 
writing.''® And this awareness of style leads to much diversity:''’ 


He has many styles, plain, florid, solemn, poetic, and vehement, and he must have 
had many models, Plato and later Academics as well as the Stoic-Cynic diatribists, 
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but, in Philo, it strikes me that the ¢ribdn of the philosopher is almost always em- 
broidered with the fancy stitching of the poet, who needs a metaphor to denounce 
even the least of the vices. 


A valuable examination of the use of allegorical terms shows that Philo 
stands closer to the Platonic/Pythagorean tradition found in Plutarch 
than the purely Stoic tradition represented by Heraclitus (though both 
have much in common).''® A final chapter on Philo’s use of topoi is 
supplied by Thomas Conley.''’ The topos should not be seen as a cliché 
and an indication of lamentable unoriginality;'?° it in fact serves as an 
important bridge between rhetoric and philosophy:'?! 


Philo’s intentions, in short, may have been in some sense philosophical. But — as 
with many philosophers of his era — his methods were thoroughly rhetorical. 
Further research in this area will certainly lead to valuable results. This 

entire section of the Introduction is recommended reading. 

The final part of the Introduction, entitled ‘‘Philosophical themes in 
the De Gigantibus and the Quod Deus’’, is the most disappointing sec- 
tion of the book. Two of its chapters were written a decade ago and 
have already been published twice elsewhere.'?? Since no attempt has 
been made to revise them in the light of the specific aims of the Project, 
there was no need to publish them once again.'?? The two remaining 
chapters, dealing with Philo’s doctrine of angels and the theology of 
Quod Deus, are contributed by Dillon.'** Both are written in the fluent 
and lucid style that we have come to expect from the author of The Mia- 
dle Platonists. Their value lies in the numerous interesting observations 
and stimulating ideas which they contain; an exhaustive treatment of 
these subjects could not be expected in this context. Two comments on 
points of detail. (1) I cannot believe that the description dbuyat 6Ac 
dt’ GAwv &xyjpator at Gig. 8 necessarily entails that the stars are immaterial 
and have no bodies.'*5 (2) Do the remarks on p. 222ff. do full justice to 
the radicality of Philo’s solution to the problem of divine trans- 
cendence? The doctrine of the powers commits him to the view that, 
whenever the Bible uses the epithets §e6¢ and xuptoc, God is being spoken 
of at the level of the Logos. 4e6¢ is thus not directly equivalent to 6 dv, 
even if Philo does not always draw attention to the fact.'?° In this case 
the attribution of edxéOero: such as joy and mercy to 6 8edc, as suggested 
by Dillon, is eminently plausible.'?’ 

Well prepared by 227 pages of introduction, the reader at last comes 
to the Commentary proper.'?* The writing of a commentary on Philo is 
first and foremost a matter of selection. Given the breadth of thematic 
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scope found in the average Philonic text and the vast amount of 
background material (mostly from Greek and Hellenistic sources) that 
can be adduced to explain it, an exhaustive commentary can easily lead 
to a kind of infinite regress. It is greatly to be regretted that the authors 
have given no indication of the grounds or criteria on which their selec- 
tion of explanatory material has been based. We can only try to 
reconstruct what they were. 

The Commentary is divided into ten sections, in accordance with 
what are seen as the basic divisions of the Philonic text. Each section is 
commented on at two levels: first ‘‘General comments’’, which give a 
resumé of the development and main themes of the exegesis, followed 
by a ‘‘Detailed commentary’’, in which ‘‘atomistic’? comments are 
made on diverse details of the text. This procedure is eminently sound 
and to be recommended for other Philonic commentaries. The main in- 
terests and emphases of the Commentary as a whole appear to be the 
following: (i) textual matters (severely restrained treatment); (ii) ex- 
planation of language and terms used (given very full treatment, with 
much stress of novelties in Philo’s usage); (iii) explanation of exegetical 
themes and (limited) cross-references to other relevant Philonic 
passages; (iv) elucidation of the sources of Philo’s literary and 
philosophical motifs; (v) discussion of philosophical ideas contained in 
the text; (vi) historical background given where necessary (often very in- 
formative); (vii) parallels (limited) in Rabbinic texts. 

The Commentary, such as we have sketchily described it, has both 
strengths and weaknesses. The most disturbing weakness is its almost 
total lack of integration with the rest of the book. To begin with, it is 
strange that its 10 sections were not better correlated with the 14 divi- 
sions of Nikiprowetzky’s analysis. Moreover, the comments on Philo’s 
use of the biblical text merely duplicate (or worse, contradict'?’) the ex- 
haustive treatment given in the Introduction. Many of the detailed com- 
ments also show considerable overlapping with subjects dealt with by 
diverse contributors earlier on.'*® Some light editing could have easily 
removed these deficiencies. The strengths of the Commentary, on the 
other hand, lie above all in the treatment of Philo’s language and ter- 
minology, and also in the successful location of the origin of so many of 
Philo’s ideas, terms and images in the works of Plato (and to a lesser 
degree in the Stoics and the Aristotelian tradition). It is a measure of 
Philo’s huge debt to Plato that even in this area the detailed comments 
given are by no means complete. On the whole the selection made in the 
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Commentary has much to recommend it. The editors refuse to become 
excessively sidetracked. Such reticence does give many remarks a ‘‘bit- 
sy’’ quality (and on occasion important subjects are left undiscussed); 
nevertheless it should be judged positively in the light of the tendency to 
‘*parallelomania’’ so often shown by Philonic scholars. (This is not to 
say, of course, that a// the parallels given are a/ways to the point.) A 
final observation is that the treatment of Philo’s use of the LXX, and 
especially his references to primary and secondary biblical lemmata 
cited and discussed in the exegesis, is rather spotty; often penetrating 
remarks are made, just as often important (and obvious) references are 
left unnoticed. In the following list of comments on the Commentary 
examples are given which will illustrate the criticisms voiced above. 


Gig.1. d:anopicat: cross-reference to the main thesis of Nikiprowetzky (and to Dillon at 
TT 82) would seem required. 

Gig.5. Why is the theme of the &étx0¢/dixatoc used? because Noah is called dfxatocg in Gen. 
6:9. 

Gig.8. xwobdvtat: cf, Plato 7im.40a8, and also the Aristotelian doctrine of the fifth ele- 
ment. 

Gig.15. buxyiy 4 voiv: this apparent equivocation deserves a comment. 

Gig.17. Why does Philo quote a non-Pentateuchal text here? because, we may suspect, no 
suitable Pentateuch texts on &yyeAot movnpot are available. 

Gig.19ff. (p. 245). 1 do not think a unitary conception of the soul (Stoic, but rejected by 
Posidonius) was a viable philosophical option in Philo’s time. 

Gig.20. ‘‘We may also note Plato’s doctrine in the Phaedrus (249B) that no soul that has 
ever had a vision of the truth will rise from brutish into human shape.’’ This cannot be 
right. ‘‘Ever’’? could be changed to ‘‘never’’, but it would seem better to recast the 
sentence. 

Gig.22. A word needs to be said on the remarkable exegesis of Gen. 1:2 introduced here 
(quite incompatible with Opif.29ff., but cf. OG 4.5). 

Gig.34. npdg n&vta oixetov: interpretation sound, whereas Colson (LCL) goes badly astray. 
Gig.35. LA 1.69: the exegetical constraint of the image of the tiger needs to be mentioned. 
Gig.60. The parallels with Plato and Aristotle are not persuasive because Philo’s triparti- 
tion cannot be correlated with the tripartition of the soul. 

Gig.66. Nimrod: unnecessary doubling up with TT 69-71. 

Deus \ff. (p. 273). Second adtotg must be abtoic if the comment is to make sense. 

Deus 4. &yanntév: summoned forth by Gen. 22:12,16. yéveac/dv: a note on the 
epistemology is required, with special reference to the important parallel at Praem.28-30. 
Deus 12. Philo is thinking of the seven days of the creation account here (dvanavopévng, cf. 
Gen. 2:2-3, Cher.87, Decal.98-101), not of cosmic regions, so the references to a Gnostic 
text and Congr.103-105 are not very helpful. 

Deus 30. The parallel given (LA 3.88) obscures Philo’s careful distinction between the 
biological and the technical metaphor, here further complemented by an ‘‘administrative’’ 
metaphor. 
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Deus 31-32. The comments on this important text are inadequate. Reference should have 
been made to J. Whittaker’s chapter on Philo in his important study, God Time Being 
(Oslo 1971) 32-57, esp. 36ff. 

Deus 42. ‘‘If it is Stoic ...”? The reader needs to know that the etymology is included as 
SVF 2.458. Note the exploitation of an alternative etymology at Her.126. 

Deus 43. tonworc: a cross-reference to Her.181, where Philo explicitly alludes to Tht.191c, 
is essential here. The editors’ reference to Plato’s receptacle is sound, for there appears to 
have been an interaction between interpretation of the Tim. and Thaet. passages in early 
Middle Platonism.'*' 

Deus 47. td tig dvayxng Seopa: is Platonic or Stoic avayxn meant? 

Deus 79. ‘Philo adopts here the Platonic theory of vision, which was also that of the 
Stoics.’’ The subtleties of this passage are missed here. Philo, under exegetical constraint, 
does not adopt but adapts Plato’s theory, as comparison with Plutarch shows. toprevonéven 
is inspired by Rep.508b6. Moreover there are significant differences between the Platonic 
and Stoic theories of vision.'® 

Deus 86. cipecic/dvetpects: on the semantic distinction put forward here Nikiprowetzky 
had written (TT 71): ‘“‘Philon attribue cette distinction a ‘des gens qui se soucient de la 
propriété des mots’. Par une trés curieuse ironie, ta distinction que Philon répete en leur 
nom reléve d’une trés détestable grammaire grecque.’’ A comment on this assertion by the 
classicist Dillon would have been greatly appreciated. 

Deus 105. véutcua: the tinog metaphor is again crucial; see above on Deus 43. 

Deus 106. xpétov...: indeed a Platonic notion, but based not on 7im.37c but on 7im.92c. 
Surely we are not meant to deduce from the Plotinian text cited that by Beiwv tpywv Philo 
means the ideas. 

Deus 108. ‘‘Perhaps an adaptation ...’’ This is being excessively timid. Note that &p8ova 
anticipates 7im.29e alluded to a couple of lines later. The substitution of Mwuvoéwe is 
quintessentially Philonic. 

Deus 115. &yxtotpeB%c: going back to Plato’s image at Tim.69d1 (also not noted at §153); 
see R. Van den Broek Vig. Chr. 33 (1979) 266. 

Deus 116. No reference is given for the long passage quoted here; it is in fact Fug.97-98. 
Deus 139. The reference to the definition of man at Crat.399c is excellent; for Philo, of 
course, it is proof of scripture’s essential agreement with philosophy (since 1 Sam. 9:9-10 
speaks of both &v@penog tod God and 6 BAéxwv; note how the latter description, under in- 
fluence of Plato, is altered to épésvtac). 

Deus 141. Cross-reference to p. 134 is required. 

Deus 145. A pure duplication of the discussion on p. 118. 

Deus 155. éxoyBpet: inspired by the ‘‘bread from heaven’’ in Ex. 16:4, one of Philo’s 
favourite exegetical themes. 

Deus 158. dxpdtoug pebiapatos néaetc: cf.§77, but there an unmixed draught is not for mor- 
tals (what would Cazeaux make of this!). 

Deus 175,179. Excellent remarks on Philo’s political tact and his love for (dubious) puns. 
Deus 181. Opéupa, BAdotyxya: adaptations of Tim.90a, Yte. 

Deus 182. The NT reference is Matt. 4:6. 


Is the conclusion warranted, now that our review is drawing to a 
close, that this study has made good its chief aim of providing us witha 
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paradigm of what a commentary on Philo should be like? With all due 
respect for the valuable research which the work contains, to grant this 
would be being overly kind. It is undeniable that the venture of an inter- 
disciplinary project carried out by a team of scholars has proved its 
worth. The collaborative method of the study allows a breadth of scope 
that cannot be rivalled by the efforts of a single commentator, no matter 
how learned and industrious he or she might be. For these results we 
must be grateful. But the price paid for this diversification cannot be ig- 
nored. The book shows such a manifest lack of coordination and in- 
tegration'*®* that the sum of the whole must be judged to be /ess than the 
sum of its parts, and the result cannot be said to be superior to the best 
commentaries on Philo produced hitherto.'** The pity is that the aspired 
result could so easily have been attained. 


III 


Both studies reviewed in this article have made a contribution to our 
understanding of the nature and formal structure of Philo’s exegesis. 
This contribution, in my view, is greater in the case of the second book 
than of the first. It will be readily conceded, however, that the last word 
has by no means said on the subject. Remarkably little research has been 
carried out in this area,'*’ and a great deal remains to be done. The chief 
difficulty is that Philo is very much a writer sui generis,'®> who 
moreover never theorizes about the methods of his exegesis; his praxis 
can only be reconstructed through painstaking analyses of the treatises 
as we have them. The aim of the brief remarks which I shall now append 
is, needless to say, not to say the last word on the subject. They must be 
taken as no more than a response to the two books (and the seven 
Philonic treatises which these invite their readers to examine), in the 
hope that some helpful ideas may come forward. I shall begin with a few 
general remarks, and then move quickly on to a discussion of the actual 
structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises. 

It is important, I believe, to start off by giving an outline of the prin- 
ciples on which the study and interpretation of Philo’s works should be 
based. The way one analyses the structure of a Philonic treatise is 
necessarily to a large degree determined by the ideas one has on what 
Philo is trying to achieve and the way one thinks his writings should be 
read. This we observed with the utmost clarity in the analyses presented 
by Cazeaux and Nikiprowetzky. The principles that need to be recog- 
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nized when reading Philo’s exegesis can, in my view, be confined to four 
in number. 

1. The primacy of the biblical text. Philo regards himself as a com- 
mentator of scripture, whose task is to elucidate the meaning present in 
the Mosaic text. This meaning is located at various levels, but Philo is 
above all concerned with the deeper, ‘‘philosophical’’ meaning of the 
text.'*? The interpretations given by Philo are summoned forth by the 
biblical text, and must never be seen in isolation from that text. Thus the 
reader of Philo’s works must always try to determine the relation of his 
exegesis to the biblical lemma being commented on. 

2. The opacity of the biblical text. The meaning of the Mosaic text is 
by no means immediately accessible. Moses’ manner is cryptic; hence 
the need for commentators. The exegete must ‘‘break open’’ the secrets 
locked inside the text, taking recourse to various interpretative techni- 
ques, such as the raising of an dnopia, the detection of an anomaly, a 
grammatical observation, a diaeretic distinction, and so on. But ‘‘out- 
side material’’ is also often required. Aspects of the biblical lemma 
under discussion can be illumined by invoking other biblical texts con- 
taining parallel words, phrases or ideas. And if the text is to have a 
deeper ‘‘philosophical’’ meaning, its contents must be brought in rela- 
tion to philosophical concepts and ideas, drawn in the main from Greek 
philosophy but having their ultimate source (according to Philo) in 
Mosaic thought. 

3. The finality of the Philonic text. The interpretation that Philo 
gives of a scriptural text conveys to us what he thinks his reader should 
know in order to understand that text. This is consequent upon the ex- 
egete’s task of expounding or explaining scripture. It is wrong, 
therefore, to attempt to get behind Philo’s explanations, whether in 
order to uncover a subterranean structure of greater complexity and 
subtlety, or in order to reconstruct a philosophical (or mystical) theory 
of deeper insight or consistency, or for whatever other reason.'*? We 
must attempt to understand Philo’s explanations of Mosaic philosophy 
as they stand before us, making due allowance of course for the context 
in which the exegesis is given. 

4. The modesty of the Philonic text. Philo does not aim to give the 
definitive explanation of Moses’ hidden meaning, for that would give 
his exegesis virtually the same status as scripture itself. His exegesis 
always retains a provisional element; allowance is always made for the 
possibility that another exegesis—whether his own or put forward by 
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predecessors or colleagues—may be closer to the truth.'®? Hence the 
phenomena of multiple exegesis and exegetical inconsistency, so 
familiar to students of his writings. Moreover the exegesis of a par- 
ticular scriptural text is often strongly influenced, or even determined, 
by its context. A single text may be given two quite different interpreta- 
tions, depending on the context in which those interpretations are called 
forth.'*° 

Although all four of the principles outlined above will need to be 
borne in mind during the reading of Philo’s treatises, it is above all the 
first two which are of paramount importance if we are to understand the 
way in which the treatises are structured. The primacy of the biblical 
text entails that the structure of a treatise is in the first place determined 
by the divisions of the main biblical text, which the exegete interprets 
one by one. Nikiprowetzky’s analysis of Gig.-Deus shows with ad- 
mirable clarity how the exegesis of the main biblical text (Gen. 6:1-12), 
in fourteen divisions, determines those treatises’ macro-structure. The 
opacity of the biblical text entails that, after giving a preliminary ex- 
planation of the main biblical lemma, Philo generally invokes other 
biblical texts in order to cast more light on the main text. One can thus 
speak of primary exegesis, which concentrates on direct exegesis of the 
main biblical lemma, and of secondary exegesis, which gives exegesis of 
subordinate biblical lemmata to the extent the exegete deems fit for the 
full understanding of the main biblical text (to which, sooner or later, he 
always returns). 

It is my conviction that, in unravelling the structure of Philo’s 
allegorical treatises, we must pay close attention to both the primary ex- 
egesis and the secondary exegesis, and to both the main biblical lemma 
and the subordinate biblical lemmata. The chief reason for this is that 
Philo is at times inclined to give a considerable measure of independence 
to what we have called secondary exegesis in the composition of his 
treatises. Indeed it is quite fascinating to observe how the ratio between 
primary and secondary exegesis varies in the course of the Allegorical 
Commentary. The two extremes in this regard are clearly the Legum 
Allegoriae and the group De agricultura-De plantatione-De ebrietate-De 
sobrietate. In the former (especially books I and II) Philo adheres very 
closely to the main biblical text, seldom making an excursion which in- 
volves the invocation of other biblical passages. In the latter he manages 
to write well over a hundred pages on two verses of scripture; these con- 
tain a number of key words, the full connotations of which are ex- 
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pounded with copious reference to other biblical texts. The procedure in 
Gig.-Deus falls in between these two extremes. One might be tempted to 
draw the conclusion that a development in method and style has taken 
place here.'*' But such a conclusion is not justified, for in the great 
allegorical treatises on Abraham (De migratione Abrahami to De muta- 
tione nominum) Philo reverts to a procedure reminiscent of that in 
Gig.-Deus. 

The task facing research on Philo’s exegetical structures is first of all 
to make detailed analyses of the diverse treatises, following the lead of 
Nikiprowetzky (and before him Colson in the ‘‘analytical introduc- 
tions’’ to his translations). The approach must be as empirical as possi- 
ble, observing the actual praxis of Philo’s exegesis.'*? At the same time 
an inventorization needs to be made of the exegetical procedures which 
Philo habitually employs in the structuring of his works.'*? The four 
most important procedures, I would provisionally suggest, are the 
following: (1) citation of the main biblical lemma; (2) brief paraphrase 
and/or initial explanation of the lemma (in which diverse exegetical 
techniques are used to ‘‘break open’’ the text);'** (3) transition to secon- 
dary biblical lemmata which illustrate and deepen the exegesis; (4) 
return to the main biblical text. 

The second of these procedures is naturally of prime importance in 
determining the course of the exegesis. If Philo begins his explanation 
with a diaeretic schema or the analysis of a particular term, then this will 
largely determine the nature and the sequence of the biblical texts used 
for illustratory purposes. Fine examples are found in the treatise De 
fuga et inventione, at 3ff., 119ff. and 177ff. But it is especially the third 
of the above procedures to which I wish to draw attention. If it is true 
that the structure of the allegorical treatises consists of both primary 
and secondary exegesis, then the manner in which Philo links together 
main and subordinate biblical lemmata (and the one subordinate lemma 
with the next) is going to give us an important insight into the mechanics 
of his structures. Such linking is effectuated by what I will call modes of 
transition, which can be classified into two basic types. 

1. The first type is a verbal mode of transition. A word or phrase in 
the main biblical lemma catches Philo’s attention and prompts him to 
recall another biblical passage where that same word or phrase also oc- 
curs. This passage is cited (or alluded to) and its themes interwoven in 
the discussion. The same mode of transition can also occur between two 
subordinate biblical lemmata. 
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2. The second type is a thematic mode of transition. A theme or topic 
raised in the main biblical lemma causes Philo to think of another 
biblical text which contains the same theme or can be used to illustrate 
that theme. Once again this mode of transition can occur between two 
subordinate biblical lemmata. It should be noted, moreover, that the 
first type includes the method of the second type, but not vice versa, for 
clearly, if two biblical texts contain the same word or phrase, then in 
Philo’s eyes there will also be a thematic connection between them. 

When reading and analysing some of Philo’s allegorical treatises I 
was forcibly struck by the number of occasions on which he employs the 
first kind of mode of transition. The importance of this verbal method 
of linking texts has certainly up to now not received the attention it 
deserves. Let me give two examples from Deus, the one straightforward 
and clear, the other dubious but nevertheless illuminating. (1) At §104 
the main biblical lemma is cited, Nae edpe yap napa xvpiw t Oem (Gen. 
6:8; here in a retouched version, the actual biblical words évavttov xuptov 
tod §eod having already been given in §86). What impels Philo to com- 
pare Noah with Moses (8109-110) and Joseph (§111-116)? The subor- 
dinate biblical lemmata are in fact Ex. 33:17 (edenxac yap yap éveomidv 
wouv)'*> and Gen. 39:21 (%axev atta yap evavtiov tod dpyideoopdAuxos). 
Clearly the verbal parallelism between these three texts has initiated the 
exegetical thematics of this passage. Unaware of the mode of transition, 
both Colson and Nikiprowetzky cite Gen. 39:1 only and fail to observe 
the clear paraphrase of Gen. 39:21 in §111.'*6 (2) The same main biblical 
lemma (Gen. 6:8) is cited at §86. Concentrating on the word evtpe, Philo 
distinguishes between etipeats and avedeects. The example given of the lat- 
ter is the Nazarite (Num. 6, i.e. the subordinate biblical lemma). Is the 
method of transition thematic here? This is quite likely: the Nazarite, 
after being defiled, reconsecrates his head and thus ‘‘refinds’’ his vow 
or spiritual integrity (§90).'*7 But it does seem a little odd that Philo, 
having begun with a purely verbal distinction, should illustrate it 
without reference to a verbal cue. The verb evptsxw occurs in Num. 6 on- 
ly at v.21, where we read: ovtoc 6 vénog tod edEauévov, O¢ dv eventar xvplw 
SQpov adtod xupiw mepi tig edyTis, xwpic Ov dv elon 7 xele adtod xara Sivoyrty 
tig edyiig adtod ... Could it be that Philo read dveten, and that this 
reading prompted him to invoke the Nazarite as example of d&vedpects?'** 

By applying all the elements so far outlined—the four principles, the 
adstruction of both primary and secondary exegesis and both main and 
subordinate biblical lemmata, the four procedures (with particular at- 
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tention to the two kinds of mode of transition)—it should be possible, I 
believe, to analyse a Philonic treatise in such a way that the reader gains 
some idea of the framework and dynamics of its structure. Remaining 
true to the first principle outlined above, we shall above all try to make 
transparent the skeleton of the treatise, which consists of the various 
biblical texts subjected to exegesis. The example chosen as an illustra- 
tion is the treatise Quod Deus sit immutabilis. [In what follows the debt 
to Nikiprowetzky’s analysis (and especially his list of biblical texts cited 
or alluded to) in Two treatises will be abundantly in evidence. The 
following abbreviations will be used: 


MBL 
SBL 
PIE 
MOT 


main biblical lemma 

subordinate biblical lemma 
paraphrase and/or initial explanation 
mode of transition] 


STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS: Quod Deus sit immutabilis 


§1 Citation MBL Gen. 6:4 


§2 


815 


PIE 
§4 


§5-6 


86 


§10 


meaning of ‘‘after that’’ and ‘‘engender for oneself’ 
SBL Gen.22:2-9 example of Abraham and Isaac 
[MOT thematic; but cf. v.8 6 ed¢ Sdbetar exvts and 
v.13 d&viveyxev— dvecyer 96] 

SBL I Sam.1:11 example of Hannah and Samuel 
[MOT verbal: Samuel, meaning tetaypévoc 96, picks 
up dvayer G6; Sidwut cor in the cited text reflects both 
(and more distantly the MBL avrtots); the cited text 
(and the etymology of Hannah) also anticipates the 
theme of grace in §104-116, based on MBL Gen.6:8.] 
SBL Num.28:2 Hannah follows the injunction of 
Moses [MOT verbal: Si5wut cot — Spa, Sdpata ... 
uot] 

SBL I Sam.2:5 the nature of the God-beloved soul 
(Hannah) [MOT thematic: monadic = blessed] 


Return to MBL q@aptote éxvtots pPapta yewdaw cf. Gen.6:4 


816 


SBL Gen.38:9 Onan as illustration of giAavtia [MOT 


verbal: éxutoig — odx adta@]'*? 


§19 Return to MBL ot yewsvtec attots cf. Gen.6:4 
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§20 Citation MBL Gen.6:5-7 


§21 


§33 
§34 
g49 


PIE the words éveOunnOn-dtevorfy in MBL should not be 

taken to mean that God is subject to change 

Return to MBL citation again of Gen.6:6 

PIE explanation of what évebuy76n-drevon8n in MBL means 

Return to MBL citation once again of Gen.6:6 

§50 SBL Deut.30:15,19 proof text, man can and must 
choose between life and death [MOT thematic] 


§51 Citation MBL Gen.6:7 


§52 


870 


PIE how can it be said that God feels anger? 

§53. SBL Num.23:19 

854 SBL Deut.8:5 [MOT thematic; note that both texts 
are cited to justify Philo’s systematic philosophical in- 
terpretation, and do not lead to quasi-independent 
developments] 

§69 Return to SBL 

Return to MBL’ Gen.6:7 cited in shortened version 


§70 Citation MBL Gen.6:7-8 (i.e. problem Gen.6:7 not yet resolved) 


§71 


§85 


PIE metaphorical attribution of anger to God brings out a 

vital truth 

874 SBL Ps.100:1 mixture of mercy and judgment [MOT 
thematic: cf. anger and grace in MBL] 

877 SBL Ps.74:8 mixture theme continued [MOT verbal: 
xepcauatos recalls §74 dvaxepdontat, where SBL an- 
ticipated] 

882 SBL Ps.61:12 mixture theme continued [MOT 
thematic: &no— — unmixed, 60 — mixed] 

Return to MBL (but not cited) the single Noah opposed to 

multitude of the unjust (cf. Hannah above, and also 

Gig.1ff.) 


§86 Citation MBL Gen.6:8 


§86 


PIE finding (grace) compared with refinding 

887 SBL Num.6:2,5,9,12 Nazarite example of dvetpeats 
[MOT thematic (but possibly verbal, cf. Num.6:21 &v 
evey — see above)] 

891 SBL Gen.27:20 Jacob example of edpeotg [MOT ver- 
bal: edpe cf. MBL (note that évavtiov you in the same 
verse also recalls Gen.6:8!)] 

894 SBL Deut.6:10-11 further illustration of finding 
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without seeking [MOT thematic: impelled by ovx 
@xodduyscav etc.] 

SBL Deut.1:43-44 example of seeking what one is not 
suited for, i.e. not finding [MOT thematic: based on 
napaBracckuevor (but note the theme of being given but 
not accepting (cf. Hannah again) in Deut.1, esp. v. 20 
0 6 xvptog 6 Ded Hudv SfSwar syiv)] 


§104 Citation MBL Gen.6:8 (already cited in §86) 


8104 PIE. 


§109 


8111 


8116 


‘the meaning of ‘‘finding grace’’ 


SBL Ex.33:17 comparison/contrast Moses [MOT ver- 
bal: eienxag yaw éveaomidv ov, cited as evtenxas ydotv 
nmap éuot] 

SBL Gen.39:21 contrast Joseph [WOT verbal: %8wxev 
adta xa&etv evavttov tod dpyxidecuoguAaxos, alluded to in 
S111 yd&pw 8€ evptoxer thy atirtas &d0fotEpav mapa tH 
apydecopthaxt] 

Return to MBL, but here as anticipation of the lemma 
about to be cited 


§117 Citation MBL Gen.6:9 


8117 PIE 


the offspring are meant as virtues of the man pleasing 


to God 


8119 


SBL Gen.37:2 contrast Joseph (cf.§111) [MOT ver- 
bal: wita. 8€ ai yevésers “laxaB- “Iwor ..., cf. MBL] 


§122 Citation MBL Gen.6:11 


§122 PIE 
8123 
§127 
§131 
§136 
§137 


§138 


why does Moses straight away talk of corruption? 
SBL Lev.13:14-15 solution illustrated by example of 
living colour in the leper [MOT thematic (but 
utavOrjcetat perhaps recalled by ép8aen in MBL)] 

SBL Lev.13:11-13 continuation of illustration, with a 
new paradox added [MOT thematic] 

SBL Lev. 13:34-36 continuation of illustration, with a 
new paradox concerning the priest [MOT thematic] 
SBL I Kings 17:10 parallel case, Elijah and the widow 
[MOT verbal (but not made clear until §138)] 

SBL Gen.38:11 compare another widow, Tamar 
[MOT verbal: yipa in both texts] 

SBL I King 17:18 return to the prophet Elijah [VOT 
verbal: cia7Abes is summoned by etseAOdvta in the SBL 
cited in §131, i.e. both priest and prophet are 
allegorized as the f\cyxoc] 
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§139 


SBL I Sam.9:9-10 prophets called both ‘‘seers’’ and 
‘“‘men of God’’ [MOT verbal: é&v8ewrog tod Se00 in v. 
10 recalls previous SBL] 


§140 Return to MBL 
§140 Citation MBL Gen.6:12 


8141 PIE 


no grammatical mistake here, for flesh seeks to cor- 


rupt God’s way 


§145 


8148 


8156 
8157 


§159 
§181 


§182 


§183 


SBL Num.20:17-20 the royal road through Edom 
[MOT verbal: 686 recalls MBL] 

SBL Num.20:17 further explication of SBL (the 
whole section §144-183 is based on exegesis of the 
SBL (and thus not of the MBL), but other biblical 
texts are invoked for illustratory purposes) 

SBL Deut.28:12 manna as divine nourishment [MOT 
thematic: contrast with éx Ad&xxov cov of first SBL] 
SBL Gen.48:15 Jacob’s nourisher is God [MOT 
thematic: 96¢ 6 tpépwv Continues theme] 

return to exegesis of first SBL 

SBL Num.22:31 parallel example of Balaam [MOT 
verbal: év t% 656 (not cited by Philo) recalls both MBL 
and first SBL; also thematic because of Balaam’s 
association with Moab, which is closer to Edom, cf. 
Num.24:17-18] 

allusion to Ps.90:11-12 [MOT verbal éyyédors, év 
Tdcate Tats 50t¢ cov] 

allusion to Num.31:8 [MOT thematic: by translating 
dnéxtewav into wh petatpendpevos te dvttBatvovtt Eléyyxw 
pbopav thy ‘‘ueta tv tpavuatiav’’ adOte evdéEetat, Philo 
briefly recalls the MBL (xatepQapyévn etc.) and con- 
nects up the story of Balaam (and Edom) with the 
theme of §121-140 (2ieyxo<)] 


N.B. no proper return to MBL at the conclusion of the treatise. 


It is the consequence of the empirical method that we have advocated 
(above p. 239) that we can do no more now than reflect on the validity 
and usefulness of the results furnished by the example set out above 
(which, note well, represents but one of the twenty-two allegorical 
treatises). The following comments would seem appropriate. 

1. The nine main sub-divisions outlined by Nikiprowetzky (his guaes- 
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tiones et solutiones) have been shown to have a solid basis. But the 
distinction introduced by us between primary and secondary exegesis is 
of no less importance. Well over half of the treatise is engaged in ex- 
egesis of biblical texts subordinated to the main biblical text Gen.6:4-12. 
There was in fact a good deal of fluctuation in the ratio between the two 
kinds of exegesis. In Deus 20-69 the exegetical problems raised by 
Gen.6:5-7 are discussed with almost no references to other scriptural 
material. Philo is at his most systematic here. But in Deus 121-183 vir- 
tually no reference to the main biblical lemmata is made at all, and it 
seems (although it is in fact not the case) that Philo has completely 
forgotten the chief task of his commentary. 

2. The investigation of Philo’s use of modes of transition between the 
biblical texts he cites and explains was also illuminating. Fifteen of these 
were solely thematic, but an equal number also involved the exploitation 
of verbal parallelism. The consequences are two-fold. Firstly Philo pro- 
duces in this way a strongly concatenated exegetical structure, for each 
transition is either explicitly motivated or its motivation is easily 
perceived by the reader. Only when a return is made to the main biblical 
text does a clear break occur. Secondly Philo’s method cannot but be 
the result of a strong emphasis on the wording of scripture, for at least 
half the time it is the actual word or phrase in the biblical text which 
causes him to call to mind another text which he can use for purposes of 
deepening or illustrating his exegesis.'*° 

3. Philo’s method of structuring his treatises, based as it is on the 
association and concatenation of biblical texts and exegetical and 
philosophical themes, requires at the very least an intimate knowledge 
of the Pentateuch and a formidable memory.'*! But the possibility must 
also be entertained that he made use of a concordance of some kind, 
which enabled him to locate verbally parallel texts with precision and 
rapidity. A fine example of such recourse to a concordance is, I suspect, 
the analysis of the word éxotacts at Her.249-258.'*? 

Turning now to more general conclusions, we can evaluate our results 
in relation to the views put forward by Colson, Cazeaux and 
Nikiprowetzky. Cazeaux decisively rejects any suggestion of free 
association in Philo’s structures, whereas Colson sees such association 
as the hallmark of his method (or lack thereof). I think the truth is 
somewhere in between. The method of concatenation which Philo 
employs can easily give the impression that it is the work of a rambler. I 
would not wish to absolve Philo from every trace of unpredictability or 
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capriciousness in the construction of his exegetical structures (as 
Cazeaux does). But to accuse him of a lack of control definitely goes too 
far. This for two reasons. Firstly, there is a clear /iterary intent behind 
the enchaining of his exegesis. Dissatisfied with the static quality of the 
(presumably) conventional quaestio et solutio method, Philo introduces 
a dynamic element (i.e. movement through concatenation) in his ex- 
egetical structures, though at no stage abandoning his direct concern 
with the biblical text that lies before him. Secondly, the enchaining is the 
direct consequence of his chief hermeneutic assumption, namely that 
the scriptural /ogos forms a united, rational whole.'*? Stunned by the 
beauty of this /ogos, the exegete tries to bring into relief as much as he 
can of its unity and profundity, but the task is much too great for 
him.'*4 

The big question that remains unresolved is the extent to which Philo 
aims at a thematic unity in an individual treatise. This time Nikiprowet- 
zky and Cazeaux are directly opposed in their conclusions, the former 
finding no external or internal unity, the latter discerning an all- 
pervading thematic coherence.'** Once again a midway position looks 
more attractive. The verse-by-verse (or phrase-by-phrase) exegetical 
procedure results in a piecemeal treatment of themes and motifs, but the 
fact that a single scriptural passage controls the flow of the exposition 
allows (or even necessitates) the repetition and elaboration of thematic 
material.'** But much further research is required to substantiate this 
verdict. The analysis of Deus given above is in this regard quite inade- 
quate. 

In a well-known passage describing the exegetical practice of the 
Therapeutae, Phila says that according to these men the Mosaic legisla- 
tion resembles a living being, the literal commands corresponding to the 
body and the deeper (allegorical) meaning to the soul.'*” The same im- 
age can be applied to a Philonic treatise and the allegorical exegesis it 
contains.'** But the details of the image will have to be increased if 
justice is to be done to the complexities we have encountered in this arti- 
cle. If the allegorical treatise is a living being, then its skeleton is formed 
by the biblical texts which it expounds; some bones have a more impor- 
tant function than others, but all are required to provide the necessary 
support. The sinews and ligaments which hold the skeleton together are 
the exegetical procedures which the writer sets in motion and the techni- 
ques which he exploits. The flesh and bodily organs correspond to the 
exegetical themes and figures which give the exposition its conceptual 
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contours. The nervous system (or, in Philonic terms, the sou/) is the 
deeper philosophical meaning which pervades the whole. Most impor- 
tant of all is that the living being is a/ive. The continuing challenge of 
Philonic studies—a task in which the great scholar to whose memory 
this article is dedicated set an example for all to follow—is to investigate 
the secrets of that vitality and convey its power to all those who show 
their eagerness to listen and learn. 


NOTES 


' Die Religion des Judentums in spathellenistische Zeitalter (Tibingen 1926°) 454; cited 
by V. Nikiprowetzky, ‘‘L’exégése de Philon d’Alexandrie’’ RHPAR 53 (1973) 311. This 
article contains a fascinating collection of critical judgments on Philo’s writings. 

2 E. R. Dodds CQ 22 (1928) 132n.1: ‘‘Any attempt to extract a coherent system from 
Philo seems to me foredoomed to failure; his eclecticism is that of the jackdaw rather than 
the philosopher.’’ W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (Berlin 1930) 30: 
‘*Ein Schatten von Tragik streicht tiber sein Werk, wenn dieser Mann, unfahig den Sinn 
der Philosophie zu verstehen, geblendet von ihrem Lichte, die Schdépfung seines 
Volkstumes nicht mehr natiirlich betrachten kann, hdchstens hie und da fiir eigenes 
religidses Fithlen einen echten Ausdruck findet.’’ A. J. Festugiére, La Révélation 
d’Hermes Trismégiste (Paris 1945-54) 2.534: ‘‘On peut, hélas, lire tout Philon sans ren- 
contrer une seule réflexion originale qui dénote quelque expérience personnelle, rien qui 
ressemble au dialogue d’un esprit avec soi-méme au spectacle de la destinée ou des hom- 
mes. Ce n’est jamais que du convenu, des banalités de manuel.’’ 

3 Philo Loeb edition vol. 1 (London 1929) x-xi. 

‘ Forty-eight treatises in all, excluding the fragments. 

See my discussion of recent developments in Philonic scholarship in Philo of Alexan- 
dria and the Timaeus of Plato (diss. Amsterdam 1983) 5-20 (revised edition to appear in 
the series Philosophia Antiqua (Brill, Leiden) in 1985). 

6 J. Cazeaux, La trame et la chaine: ou les structures littéraires et l’'exégese dans cing des 
traités de Philon d’Alexandrie; Arbeiten zur Literatur und Geschichte des hellenistischen 
Judentums XV; E. J. Brill, Leiden 1983; xiii + 620 pp., price Hfl. 216. D. Winston and 
J. Dillon (edd.), Two treatises of Philo of Alexandria: a commentary on De gigantibus 
and Quod Deus sit immutabilis; Brown Judaic Studies 25; Scholars Press, Chico Califor- 
nia 1983; viii + 407 pp., price US$ 15. 

7 In 1965 Cazeaux had already published an annotated translation of this treatise in the 
series Les ceuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie (edd. Arnaldez-Mondésert-Pouilloux). The long 
introduction anticipates many of the insights and methods developed in his magnum opus. 
* Because so much is crammed on every page, the book contains well over 300,000 
words. The two volumes of H. A. Wolfson contain more pages, but there is much less on 
each page. 

> Cf. Cazeaux, La trame et la chaine (henceforth TC) 1, 7, 27, 31, 220, 347, 585. 

'© Cazeaux TC 7: ‘‘I] faut une fois suivre ligne a ligne les sinuosités du discours. Cette 
lecture suppose simplement qu’on adopte le postulat de l’unité et de la cohérence: 
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lanalyse fera droit ou non a ce postulat; et la convergence des résultats constituera la 
preuve.’’ I.e. the method adopted is deliberately circular. 

'' Cazeaux TC 1-7 (taking his cue from E. Auerbach), cf. 23-4, 27-8, 67, 79, 442, 533. 
'2 Cazeaux TC 1,6,156 (against M. Harl, cf. 307), 163, 207, 220, 225, 262, 298, 356-80 
(refusal of a digression) etc. 

'? Cazeaux concedes that this method has affinities to the structuralism of Lévi-Strauss 
and Dumézil, but insists that his analysis follows the paths of a ‘‘critique littéraire classi- 
que’’ (TC 24). 

‘4 Cazeaux TC 5-7, 12-13, 27 (‘‘Philon concevait que le discours noue des fils multiples 
en un travail analogue a celui de la broderie.’’), 31, 78, 156 (‘‘la variété d’une trame ne 
condamne pas a fragmenter la chaine’’), 292, 347, 393, 490, 506-515 (analysis of Sacr. 
81-85), 592. 

's Examples at 60, 67, 107, 147, 198, 292, 321, 363, 421, 469, 493 etc. 

'© Cazeaux TC 60-64, 568-578 and passim. 

"7 Cf. the ‘‘return’’ of which Colson speaks in the passage cited above (n. 3). 

'§ Cazeaux TC 157, 498 (image of magnet), 503-5 and passim. 

'° Emphasis on symmetry at 328 f., 364-8, 484, 562-8 and passim. 

20 ~Cazeaux TC 39, 87,111,430, 541-2 etc. ; 

21 Cf. Cazeaux TC 33. The length of the ‘‘chapters’’ varies. Usually it is about twenty or 
thirty capita in Cohn-Wendland’s text, but Her.125-236 is also a single ‘‘chapter’’ (cf. 
260ff.). 

22, See Cazeaux TC 363, 366. 

23 Cf. Cazeaux TC 87, 363 (cradle), 92 (pivot), 93 (chiasmus), 105 (parabola), 198 
(hinge), 351 (curve) etc. 


2* Cazeaux TC 553-7 and passim. 


25 The central place of figures and constellations: 471-2, 584-6 and passim. The two poles 
Genesis and Exodus: 154-5, 179, 270, 295-303, 397, 513-4, 570, 585. 

76 Cazeaux TC 64-71, 203-5 and passim. 

27 See the discussion at 204-5, which brings Cazeaux’s views into particularly clear focus. 
78 Cazeaux TC 143, 198, 340-5, 557-60 and passim. 

29 Cazeaux TC 261-309 and esp. 271-3 on §141-160. 

30 Cazeaux TC 307-9, 548ff. 

3! Examples at 55-6, 85, 95 (brevity of Migr.106-8 has mystic significance), 154-5, 248-51 
(movement), 347 (‘Abraham calque a ce point de son histoire la pratique de l’exégéte tout 
au long de sa carriére’’), 376, 445 (‘‘ce procédé suppose une sorte de perfectionnement du 
disciple ...’’) etc. It is surprising that Cazeaux does not theorize more on this aspect of his 
structuralist approach in the synoptic part of his study. 

32° Cf. Cazeaux TC 262 (‘‘les étapes d’une découverte religieuse’’), 266 (‘‘C’est l’étre 
d’Abraham qui s’y transforme ...’’), 305. 

33 Cazeaux TC 562-8. 

34 The image is found at 556-7. 

38 Cazeaux TC 33. 

36 Cazeaux TC 38. 

37 See Cazeaux TC 38-152 and a summary at 506-7. 

38 ~See Cazeaux TC 153-354 and a summary at 507-8. 

39 See Cazeaux TC 156, 260-309. 

40 See Cazeaux TC 355-380. 
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‘' See Cazeaux TC 381-474 and a summary at 508-510. 

42 See Cazeaux TC 475-499 and a summary at 510. 

“3 Cazeaux TC 517-61. 

“*  Cazeaux TC 32. The claim on p. 2 that this ‘‘lexicon of forms’’ can serve as a guide to 
the entire oeuvre of Philo is excessive. What about the quite different method and style of 
the Quaestiones, not to speak of the apologetic/historical and philosophical treatises. 

“Ss Cazeaux TC 32. 

“© Cazeaux TC 503-4, 510, 542, 559, 581. I have retained the French, lest a translation 
obscure the meaning. 

“7 Cf. Cazeaux TC 207-8, 498, 503-5, 582. 

“8 Cf. Cazeaux TC 8510, 15, 17, 157, 592. 

“° Two examples: p. 237 on Her.83, in support of the reading gtAtac, which anticipates 
Deut.13:6 quoted a little later; 486ff. on Mut.34, where the citation of Gen.5:24 clearly 
looks forward to the text Gen.17:1 discussed in §39. 

°° E.g. the ordering of the 8 exempla of seeking without finding in Fug. 143-65 and the 5 
meanings of xny7 in Fug.177-201. In both cases there is conscious ordering and.progres- 
sion. 

*' Cazeaux TC 33. 

°2 Ibid. This image is not as modest as it might seem, for it implies that the single pebble 
in Cazeaux’s slingshot is sufficient to topple the giant in his entirety! 

°> Of the 195 items in the Bibliography 9 are cited, and of these a third are the author’s 
own. 

** On the rare occasions that Cazeaux does refer to a fellow-scholar (e.g. 156 M. Harl, 
307 A. J. Festugiére, 396 E. Starobinski, 407 E. R. Goodenough), a flood of light is 
thrown on his intentions. Also badly missed is a status quaestionis by means of which we 
can place Cazeaux’s contribution in perspective. 

** For example, given Philo’s position as an upholder of a minority culture in Alexan- 
dria, how can one assert that his allegory is ‘‘nullement le moyen d’une apologétique”’ 
(581, cf. 6)? 

°®© Cazeaux TC 268. On this text see Runia op. cit. (n. 5) 117-9. 

‘7 A striking example of carelessness is the compilation of the index of authors’ names, 
which in its 1'/2 pages contains no less than 8 different kinds of mistake or inconsistency. 
Other examples of what I] would subsume under ‘‘disdain for detail’’: (1) At p. 143 a con- 
trast is made between Homer and scripture. ‘‘Homere ne peut faire mieux: il doit passer le 
relais a Moise, lequel a disposé dans I’histoire de Samuél et de Saiil les mots exacts ...”’ 
Homer could of course never claim such prophetic powers. (2) p. 229 (cf. 308): ‘* Vient en- 
suite une longue exégése du verbe «sortim, a partir de la réponse de Dieu: «Celui qui sor- 
tira de toi, c’est celui-la qui héritera de toi» (de Genése, ch. 15, v. 4). Nous verrons dans le 
détail comment elle se subdivise, mais pour l’instant, repérons simplement que Philon pro- 
fite du fait que le verset suivant reprend le méme verbe, «// le fit sortir au-dehors et il lui 
dit: Léve les yeux vers le ciel», pour faire des deux versets une sorte d’équivalence ...’’ But 
since when are efeAevceta and é&iyayev the same verb? Or did Philo write in French? (3) p. 
493: ‘‘Par un échange de fond qui rejoint les échanges formels que nous venons de 
reconstituer, le Dieu immobile, &tpextoc, «immuable» (début du §28), est ce qui rend 
homme parfait également «immuable»—éxpextos (a la fin du §24).’’ But man is only 
&tpentosg if we accept a rather dubious emendation of Colson. Surely the reader has a right 
to be informed of this? 
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58 See Cazeaux TC 511-5. 
5° The whole passage §82-5 needs to be taken into consideration. But the most important 
sentences (with crucial terms underlined) are: 
dtatpetéov obv adtdv elc xepahata mponyouueva, ta Acydueva gunintovta, xat epappoatéov 
éxdotw tao olxefoug xatacxevds, ptovpévoug tobe d&yabods tav toEotmv, ot sxondv tiva 
mpobénevor ta BEAN navta én’adtov aqrévar metpddvtat oxom@ pév yap tO xepéAatov, BéAeot SE 
oixev 1 xataoxeuy... (There follows a reference to Ex. 36:10.) otitewg 6 tiytetepog ypucod 
Adyog moixthua dv éx pupiwy iBedv ematvetd¢ tedectovpyettar, dtav kyr tdv 
Aextotatwv xeqaraiwy tunleic tedmov tive viuatos SéErtar xabdree xpdxnv dmodelfers évap- 
wovious. 
On the shift of meaning of the word /ogos see the notes to the English (Colson LCL) and 
French (Méasson Les ceuvres ...) translations. It is evident that Philo’s discussion of the 
division of the /ogos is based on Greek rhetorical theory (on the importance of d:aipects see 
now D. A. Russell, Greek declamation (Cambridge 1983) 40-73). But it is not so easy to 
pin his meaning down. Most of the terms used appear to derive from the stasis-theory 
(‘‘issues’’ of the case argued in the declamation). Cf. the following passage from the Téyvy 
eytoetxy Of Apsinos (Spengler Rhet.Gr. 1.380): 
TEL LEV TOV OTdGEwY Xal TOV Exkaty EuTITTOVvTWY xeparatuy Ixavars TOTS TPO Ud AéAexTat, 
vuvi 62 Bopev adta ta xuptotata [= nponyovueva?] tédv xeqparatwv, éx nolwv tétewv 
OUYXELTHAL Kal xaTA Mola xaTAoxEvVaS oUVictata. 
Note that according to some rhetorical theorists anddetEts (which usually has philosophical 
connotations) can be an alternative for xataoxeuy (cf. R. Volkmann, Die Rhetorik der 
Griechen und Romer (Leipzig 1874) 135). Thus the two terms in Philo’s text are doubtless 
meant as synonyms, as we might have guessed, and Cazeaux’s distinction between them 
on p. 514 is illusory. Needless to say Cazeaux makes no attempt to research the rhetorical 
background of Philo’s passage (all we find is the feeble note (n. 30) ‘‘les xataoxevat me 
paraissent un terme de logique ...’’). He might of course argue that Philo is filling these 
well-known technical terms with his own meaning. But surely such an adaptation would 
have to be indicated somehow or other. One more point of detail: how Cazeaux can write 
(ibid.) ‘‘La systématique (les xotasxevat du §82) revient au «tout» quia engendré les «divi- 
sions» a partir de lui-méme. Ce «tout» n’est autre que |’ unique Parole de Dieu dans la Bi- 
ble.’’ is a mystery to me. Philo merely says that each leading thought (xepé\atov) has its 
own appropriate arguments (xatacxevat). Clearly Philo’s text merely serves as a 
springboard for Cazeaux’s own ideas. 
6° By light, light (New Haven 1935) 93. 
6! A discussion with the important study of V. Nikiprowetzky, Le commentaire de 
V’Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden 1977) is badly missed. 
62 Cazeaux TC 33, 585. 
6} Cazeaux TC 157, cf. 178, 477, 503, 594-5. We do not, of course, wish to deny that 
there are important parallels between Philo and the Rabbis in their methods of exegesis. 
But Cazeaux means more. 
64 Cazeaux TC 193 on Her.31-9. 
65 Cazeaux TC 592-5. 
66 See further the discussion at Runia op.cit. (n. 5) 387-93,434-42. 
*? Cf. 203-5 already cited in n. 27. The antithesis between history of creation and history 
of salvation seems to me unPhilonic; for an alternative cf. Runia op.cit. 426-7. 
66 A. Jaubert, La notion d’alliance dans le Judaisme (Paris 1963), 377-442 and esp. 438. 
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6? I cannot agree with the view that the Biblical characters during the process of substitu- 
tion retain their individuality, that Abraham, when being explained via Jacob or Moses, to 
any real degree remains Abraham. Not that their historicity is in any way denied; it is 
simply not important for the purposes of the allegorical interpretation. Cazeaux could 
have learnt much here from the classic study of W. Volker, Fortschritt und Vollendung bei 
Philo von Alexandrien (Leipzig 1938). 

7° Cazeaux TC 585. 

7 Incidentally the only text in the Pentateuch in which this word, so important in Greek 
philosophy, is found. 

™ Cazeaux TC 422. 

73 To the point of excess from the stylistic point of view. Between p. 400 and 595 I kept 
count; the ‘‘subtilité’’ of Philo’s exegesis or Cazeaux’s interpretation is affirmed on 51 of 
these pages! 

4 Cazeaux TC 492. 

> Cazeaux TC 511-4. 

7 Cazeaux TC 510. 

77 At 585 he goes so far as to speak of the ‘‘exactitude’’ of Philo’s understanding of 
scripture. But would a modern-day commentator on Gen. 12-17 really be prepared to 
learn anything from Philo’s exegesis? 

78 Cazeaux TC 503: ‘‘La plupart des ouvrages cherchent 4 fournir une sorte de nour- 
riture a Vesprit. Celui qui les lit retient des notions dont il grossit le bagage de ses con- 
naissances. Notre lecteur trouvera sans doute dans nos analyses — et dans Philon — une 
maigre provision.”’ , 

77 Cazeaux TC 2. 

80 The style of the book is literary, rich, varied. I do not consider myself in a position to 
judge it. The characteristics I just mentioned sometimes have the effect of obscuring as 
much as embellishing the intended meaning, which is a handicap for a work of scholar- 
ship. 

8! Cazeaux TC 29. 

82 See Nikiprowetzky op.cit. (n. 61) 22, Runia op.cit. (n. 5) 351, 363. 

83 Cf. Cazeaux TC 581: ‘‘L’image du livre fait et défait n’est qu’un symbole; or, il est 
vrai que par elle nous pensons rejoindre sinon l’intention formelle de 1’ Alexandrin, ce qui 
n’est pas l’essentiel, mais ses présupposés, son hypothése réelle. {his emphasis]’’ A remark 
made in an earlier article in REA 18 (1972) 292 is even more frank: ‘‘Peu importe a la 
limite la justesse de l’interprétation ultime que je propose de ce texte particulier. 
L’organisation méme de la matiére parle pour elle-méme et exige une lecture nouvelle, 
quelles que soient les influences que nous pouvons par ailleurs déceler, et quelle que soit, 
peut-on oser dire, une intention expresse de l’auteur. {my emphasis]’’ 

** Cazeaux TC 355-80, 475-99. Another possibility now available is to consult the exten- 
sive summary of his position which Cazeaux gives in Aufstieg und Niedergang der 
romischen Welt II 21.1 (1984) 156-226. 

85 Winston and Dillon Two treatises (henceforth TT) vii. 

86 The remaining scholars were B. Bokser, T. Conley, D. Gooding, J. Leopold, R. T. 
Wallis. 

87 V. Nikiprowetzky, ‘“‘L’exégése de Philon d’Alexandrie dans le De Gigantibus et le 
Quod Deus sit Immutabilis’’, = TT 5-75. 

* On p. 5-7 Nikiprowetzky is curiously hesitant to draw this conclusion. But on p. 54 he 
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states: ‘‘Et, réellement, l’unité interne existe si peu que ... son absence a peut-étre été 
responsable de la scission en deux écrits distincts de ce qui, a l’origine, était un seul 
traité.’? Compare a treatise such as Her. which in the mss. also has a double title (Ilept tod 
tig 6 tév Dei goti xAnpovduos xal mpl tig ele ta tox xat evavtia tous) and might have easily 
been divided into two separate treatises (e.g. 81-124, 125-316; in the sts of Jerome and 
Suidas this actually occurs). 

#9 Nikiprowetzky TT 7. 

°° ~Nikiprowetzky here develops ideas already aired in his monograph (op.cit. (n. 61) 
170-180). He has in the meantime received corroborative support from P. Borgen and R. 
Skarsten, ‘‘Quaestiones et Solutiones: some observations on the form of Philo’s exegesis”’ 
Stud. Phil. 4 (1976-77) 1-16 (see now also P. Borgen in ANRW II 21.1 (1984) 134ff.). 

*' It is a remarkable fact that no systematic study has ever been made of the relation be- 
tween exegesis of the same biblical texts found in the Quaestiones and the remaining ex- 
egetical works. The various observations made by Nikiprowetzky represent an important 
start. 

2 Cf. Nikiprowetzky TT 16. I take him to mean a quaestio in episodes, just as a ‘‘piéce a 
tiroirs’’ is a ‘‘comedy in episodes’’. But ‘‘tiroir’’ literally means a ‘‘drawer’’, so we can 
think of a cabinet which has various drawers which can be pulled open at will (and in 
which you never know what you will find ...). 

93 Nikiprowetzky TT 54. 

*% Nikiprowetzky TT 54-58. 

°> Nikiprowetzky TT 8,54. 

96 Cf. the many observations in the notes and ‘‘notes complémentaires’’ (59-75). Unlike 
Cazeaux, Nikiprowetzky makes frequent references to the results of Philonic scholarship, 
but always in order to benefit his reader and without a trace of pedantry. 

*7 J. Dillon, ‘‘The formal structure of Philo’s allegorical exegesis’’, = TT 77-87. 

% Dillon TT 84. 

°° Cf. his own article on Harpocration’s Commentary on Plato in Calif. Stud. Class. 
Ant. 4 (1971) 125-146. The Anon. Theaet.Comm. also furnishes interesting evidence. 

‘00 We can infer from an introductory note that the chapter was not originally part of the 
project. But some adaptation might have been possible. 

'* DPD. Gooding and V. Nikiprowetzky, ‘‘Philo’s Bible in the De Gigantibus and the 
Quod Deus sit Immutabilis’’, = TT 89-125. 

02 Actually there are 63: the biblical texts quoted by Philo at Gig. 58 and Deus 140 have 
been inadvertently omitted. Two typing errors in Nikiprowetzky’s contributions may con- 
fuse the reader: p. 27 last line should read §20-50; p. 107 the quotation of Aucher’s version 
of OG 1.92 should read /filios. 

'03 Nikiprowetzky has no difficulty in showing how carelessly Philo’s editors have dealt 
with his references to the biblical text, esp. in the use of quotation marks. 

'0¢ ~6Gooding TT 119-125. 

‘65 Comparison of Nikiprowetzky’s structural analysis in TT 9-53 with his list of cited 
biblical texts at TT 91-118 shows that every one of his 14 quaestiones et solutiones begins 
with the citation of a part of the biblical passage being commented on (Gen. 6:1-12), pro- 
ceeding approximately verse by verse (with exceptions, e.g. omission of a verse (6:10) or 
repetition of the same verse (Deus 51,70,104). 

06 ~~ E.g at Gig. 1,55, Deus 1,70,104,122. 

107 ~E.g. Deus 21,86,141. 
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08 ~E.g at Gig. 6 (p. 10, ‘‘il faut formuler ici la Quaestio en la construisant a partir de la 
solutio qui en résout les difficultés’’), Deus 86 (p. 38, ‘‘Quaestio. En réalité, il n’en est 
rien’’) etc. 

‘09 In fact the chief difference between Philo’s Quaestiones and his running commen- 
taries is that in the former he almost never invokes other biblical passages and texts to il- 
lustrate his exegesis. 

‘10 E.g. why is the widow of Zarephath chosen as an illustration in Deus 136? (The point 
of the criticism here will become clearer in the third part of this article.) 

'  E.g. dvaxepdontat in Deus 74 clearly anticipates axpa&tov xepdopatos in the text cited in 
§77, i.e. Philo already knows he is going to use that text. But I have found no evidence in 
these treatises to corroborate the ‘‘teleology on a grand scale’’ envisaged by Cazeaux. 
''2 Two examples; the illustration of Joseph’s career used in both Deus I11ff. and 
119ff.; the angel ‘as Eheyxog in §183 recalling the priest and prophet in §131-139. 
Nikiprowetzky wishes to emphasize the independence of each quaestio et solutio (cf. p. 10 
on Gig. 6ff., ‘‘Il n’y a d’autre lien entre cette partie et la partie précédente que celui qui est 
fourni par le texte scripturaire commenté.’’). This is a welcome correction of the excesses 
of Cazeaux, but can be taken too far. : 

"13 See above n. 3. 

14 J. Leopold, ‘‘Philo’s knowledge of rhetorical theory’’, = TT 129-136; ‘‘Philo’s 
vocabulary and word choice’’, = TT 137-140; ‘‘Characteristics of Philo’s style in the De 
Gigantibus and Quod Deus’’, = TT 141-154; ‘‘Rhetoric and allegory’’, = 155-170. 

''S TT 137-140. Very little research has been carried out on this subject since the 
monograph of Siegfried (1875) and Cohn’s edition of Opif. (1889). é 

6 Leopold TT 135. 

7 Leopold TT 151. 

§ Leopold TT 163-170. 

"8 TT. Conley, ‘‘Philo’s use of topoi’’, = TT 171-178. 

120 A mistake made especially often by French scholars, and in particular by A. J. 
Festugiére (see above n. 2). 

"Conley TT 174. 

122, D—D. Winston, ‘‘Philo’s doctrine of Free will’’, = TT 181-195; R. T. Wallis, ‘‘The idea 
of conscience in Philo of Alexandria’’, = TT 207-216. Both were previously published in 
Stud. Phil. 3 (1974-75) and in Protocol Series of the Center for Hermeneutical Studies in 
Hellenistic and Modern Studies (Berkeley) 13 (1975), 20 (1976). 

23° The notes of Winston’s article have been shortened; Wallis’ article has been slightly 
altered at a few points. But discussion of passages in Gig.-Deus is no more than incidental 
to their purpose as a whole. Comparison with Stud. Phil.3.31 discloses a bad case of 
parablepsis in Wallis’ chapter: on p. 210 after ‘‘man’s moral life’’ (line 20) the following 
words must be added, ‘‘where he definitely appears original is in conceiving the tAcyyos, at 
times, ...’’. 

124 J. Dillon, ‘‘Philo’s doctrine of angels’’, = TT 197-205; ‘‘The nature of God in the 
Quod Deus’’, = TT 217-227. 

'28 Cf. Tim.41d6, where the components of man’s soul are less &xfjata than those of the 
World-soul or the heavenly bodies. All these nonetheless have bodies. 

"26 Cf, the remark on Gig. 40 at TT 258: ‘‘Oed¢ here should properly refer to God’s /ogos, 
however, rather than to God himself.’’ It certainly does refer to the /eve/ of the Logos (and 
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not to God as +6 év)! But admittedly the precise relation between God and Logos is dif- 
ficult to pin down in a straightforward formula. 

"27 Note that the Platonic demiurge, adduced on p. 222, also feels joy, when he observes 
what a marvellous cosmos he is making (7im.37c7). 

238 “*Commentary’’, = TT 231-358. The main authors are the book’s editors, Winston 
and Dillon; but according to the Preface the contribution of Nikiprowetzky was also con- 
siderable. 

'29 Compare TT 107 and 236 on Philo’s reading of the LXX text in Gen. 6:2 & 4. 

'30 The remarks on Philo’s vocabulary and language (e.g. first use of words, hapax 
legomena etc.), though very useful, do become rather tedious. Could they not have put in- 
to lists and placed as an appendix to the discussions at TT 137-140? 

'31 See Runia op.cit. (n. 5) 133-134 on Opif. 17-20. 

'32 A full discussion is found in ibid. 231-233. 

133, T have said nothing of the numerous inconsistencies of a minor sort. The decision to 
publish the results of research in two languages was sound; it is better to read a scholar’s 
own words if possible. But the lack of uniformity in so many other things is unnecessary 
and, in the end, rather irritating. Three examples: (1) Greek is copiously used throughout 
the book, but in the chapters of Leopold and occasionally elsewhere it is transliterated 
(also without uniformity, both par and pyr are found; elegchos on p. 209 | find ugly); the 
second treatise is sometimes abbreviated to Deus, sometimes to Quod Deus; (3) Gooding 
uses an idiosyncratic method of referring to the sections of Philo’s treatises which we find 
nowhere else in the book. 

34 T.e. a number in the French translation series (esp. vols. 15 (Harl), 16 (Alexandre), 17 
(Starobinski-Safran), 23 (Nikiprowetzky), 24 (Daniel), 28 (Petit), and the commentaries 
on the political works by Box and Smallwood. 

5° In addition to the studies mentioned in n. 90 and incidental remarks in prefaces to 
translations and commentaries, we find only three studies of direct relevance. In Studien 
zu Philon von Alexandreia (Breslau 1929) 1-67, M. Adler examines the literary form of 
Philo’s allegorical treatises from Leg. 1 to Ebr., distinguishing between five different 
kinds of exegetical commentary (cf. 10-11). P. Borgen, in his study Bread from heaven: an 
exegetical study of the concept of Manna in the gospel of John and the writings of Philo 
(Leiden 1965), observes parallels between Philo, John and Palestine midrashim in the ex- 
egetical method and structure of the individual pericope (cf. also id. ANRW II 21.1 (1984) 
132-138). On the third study see below n. 150. 

'36 Because Philo is the only representative of the allegorical exegesis practised in Alex- 
andrian Hellenistic Judaism who has survived. Whether there are important parallels with 
the methods and structures of Rabbinic exegesis is, to my mind, still an open question. At 
any rate it is better first to examine Philo’s actual praxis than to try to ‘‘explain him’’ by 
straight away adducing numerous parallels and/or investigating presumed source usage. 
37 **Philosophical’’ in the broad meaning intended by Philo; cf. Nikiprowetzky op.cit. 
(n. 61) 100-102. 

'38 See also the remarks above on p. 225-6 and n. 82-83. 

99 Cf. Nikiprowetzky op.cit. (n. 61) 183-192, who in this way can put forward a most 
convincing explanation for Philo’s ‘‘scepticism’’. 

40 E.g. the exegeses of Gen. 1:2 in Opif. 29ff. and Gig. 22 commented on above on p. 
234. 
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'41 The conclusion of Adler, who sees the development from Leg. | to Ebr. as an ‘‘eman- 
cipatory process’’ in which Philo gradually wrenches himself away ‘‘von dem Zwang den 
Worten der Bibel gehorsam zu folgen’’ and makes his hands free ‘‘zu einer selbstandigeren 
schriftstellerischen Leistung’’ (op.cit. (n. 135) 47). If Adler had analysed the whole 
Allegorical Commentary he would have been forced to abandon this conclusion. He is, of 
course, correct to observe that in Agr.-Plant.-Ebr. (and also Somn.) the method of ex- 
egesis adopted allows more room for a thematic structuring of the treatises. But the cen- 
trality of exegesis, especially that of subordinate biblical texts, is by no means diminished. 
'42 By ‘‘empirical’’ here I do not mean that one should start out without any views on the 
role of exegesis in Philo’s work (cf. the principles outlined above), but rather that one 
should not straight away attempt to defend a preconceived theory (as Adler did). 

‘#2 I would distinguish here between (formal) procedures in the explanation of texts and 
techniques by means of which these texts are ‘‘broken open’’ and explained. Some ex- 
amples of the latter are given above on p. 237 in the second principle. Note that we con- 
sidered diaeresis to be no more than one of these techniques; its importance for the 
understanding of Philo’s exegesis has been greatly exaggerated, notably by I. Chris- 
tiansen, Die Technik der allegorischen Auslegungswissenschaft bei Philon von Alexan- 
drien (Tiibingen 1969). 

44 Cf. Borgen ANRW II 21.1 (1984) 137: ‘‘The structure {of a longer form of direct ex- 
egesis] shows the following characteristics: A quotation from the Pentateuch is followed 
by an exegetical paraphrase which determines its exposition; this exposition can also be 
identified as a united whole by the similarity between the opening and concluding 
statements. Besides the main quotation from the Pentateuch (the text), there ate subor- 
dinate quotations.”’ 

5 Cf. Ex. 33:12 yaw tyere map’euot; v. 13 etonxa ydpwv evavtiov cov, evonxas yaptv evavtiov 
cov; Vv. 16 etpynx« yaptv nap& cot. Philo may have read évavtiov cov in v. 17, or (very ex- 
cusably) got the various formulations a bit muddled. 

‘46 Philo alludes to and does not cite this verse because in his exegesis he wants to pass 
over the embarassing fact that the Lord gives Joseph grace in the eyes of the chief jailer. 
'47 Cf. Nikiprowetzky’s remarks at TT 39. 

‘48 But Philo does not refer to v. 21 (elsewhere only at Mut. 220), the interpretation of 
which does not lend itself very well to the example of dvevpectc. So it may well seem that I 
am sinning against my own third principle here! But we are reconstructing associations in 
Philo’s mind, I might say in my defence, not layers of concealed doctrine. 

‘49 Nikiprowetzky inconsistently reads atté@ at TT 26, adte at 95, 112 (cf. also Cohn- 
Wendland 2.59, Colson ad /oc.). But given the context and the reading of the reflexive 
pronoun in Gen. 6:4, the former must be right. 

‘80 6 This emphasis on the wording of the text seems to me the result of hermeneutic 
assumptions found in Jewish rather than Greek (philosophical) exegesis. Cf. the ex- 
ploratory remarks of R. Hamerton-Kelly, ‘‘Some techniques of composition in Philo’s 
allegorical commentary with special reference to De agricultura’’ in R. Hamerton-Kelly 
and R. Scroggs (edd.), Jews, Greeks and Christians ... Essays in honour of W. D. Davies 
(Leiden 1976) 45-56. Hamerton-Kelly points to the importance of the exegetical method of 
gezereh shawa (inference by analogy). On p. 56, after some brief remarks on Agr. 78-95, 
43-59 he concludes: ‘‘In all these cases the scriptures are introduced, it seems, not because 
of an analogy of thought but because of a verbal analogy.”’ 

'S} Cf. S. Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: an Introduction (New York 1979) 14-15. 
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'52 In this passage Philo cites 4 of the 5 instances of the word éxotasts (and 4 of the 8 in- 
stances of the corresponding verb é&{atnut), arranged in a four-fold diaeretic classification. 
‘$3 Compare the Middle Platonists, who adopted the method of explaining Plato via 
Plato on the assumption that their master had produced a coherent body of doctrine; see 
Runia op.cit. (n. 5) 401f. 

‘84 Cf. Opif. 4 and the fourth principle above on p. 237. One might compare Plato, who 
is convinced that the whole conceptual world can be mapped by means of the method of 
diaeresis, but gets no further than giving a few examples. 

‘85 See above p. 227. 

‘86 Cf. the criticisms above on p. 231 and n. 111-112. 

"8S? Contempl. 78 (cf. Migr. 93, OG 3.3). 

"88 Cf, Cazeaux TC 32. 


FURTHER OBSERVATIONS ON THE STRUCTURE 
OF PHILO’S ALLEGORICAL TREATISES* 


In a previous article published in this journal I made a number of 
comments on the structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises.'! That article 
began with an evaluation of two stimulating studies devoted to the 
analysis of individual Philonic treatises. The observations put. forward - 
in the final section took the results of these studies as their point of 
departure. In the present article I wish to present some further observa- 
tions on the same subject, this time approaching the problems involved 
from a more general perspective. 

There is no need, I believe, to apologize for returning to the subject 
of the structure and organization of Philo’s allegorical treatises. Until 
recently, as we shall soon see, very little scholarly attention had been 
devoted to it. And yet this area of investigation is vitally important for 
at least three reasons. To start with, it is going to help us in the practical 
task of reading and studying these works if we have some idea of what 
Philo’s aims and methods were in composing them. This is even more 
indispensable if we should make the attempt to read a Philonic work 
with others, e.g. with a group of interested students. Secondly, our 
understanding of what Philo was endeavouring to achieve in his 
allegorical interpretation of Moses will be increased if we gain some in- 
sight into the structural mechanics of those treatises in which his 
maturest allegorical ideas are presented. Finally, this subject can help us 
gain an improved view of the ever-controversial issue of Philo’s Sitz im 
Leben, both with regard to his place within the Judaism of his day, and 
in relation to the dominant Greek culture with which he was so well ac- 
quainted. 

The procedure which I intend to follow in this article is not dissimilar 
(si parva licet) to the method used by Aristotle to such purposeful effect 
in his school treatises. I shall commence by presenting the results of 
research carried out on the subject so far. An examination of these 
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results leads to a number of aporemata, and they in turn form the point 
of departure for the rest of the article. Where my procedure em- 
phatically differs from that of the illustrious philosopher is that it can- 
not be the aim to present a comprehensive and definitive account of the 
nature and structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises. As will soon become 
clear, preliminary research tasks essential to such an enterprise have not 
yet been carried out, either by other Philonic scholars or by myself. Our 
ambitions, for the time being at least, will have to be more modest. If 
these observations help readers of Philo to understand better what Philo 
is doing in the treatises they are reading, their aim will have been more 
than fulfilled. 

It needs to be said at the outset that when I speak of Philo’s allegorical 
treatises, I am first and foremost thinking of that long sequence of 
biblical commentaries which in modern scholarship has come to be 
known as the Allegorical Commentary. This is, of course, not to deny 
the obvious fact that allegorical exegesis also occurs in Philo’s other two 
exegetical sequences, the Exposition of the Law and the Quaestiones. 
But these treatises have a rather different structure, the relation of 
which to what we find in the Allegorical Commentary falls outside the 
scope of this article. Of the twenty-one treatises in the Allegorical 
Commentary’ 1 have chosen the double-treatise De gigantibus-Quod 
Deus immutabilis sit as the example of Philonic exegesis on which my 
observations will focus in particular. The choice has been made on 
purely practical grounds. Thanks to the labours of David Winston, 
John Dillon and their research team, it is now the allegorical work we 
know best.’ In my previous article I used Quod Deus immutabilis sit as 
the example. But I now regret having focussed on it alone, to the exclu- 
sion of De gigantibus, because it has become increasingly clear to me 
that the two treatises were composed as a single literary unit. This article 
will presuppose an acquaintance on the part of the reader with the con- 
tents of the entire double-treatise. 


I. Status quaestionis 


Given the daunting productivity of Philonic scholarship and the cen- 
tral place occupied by the allegorical treatises in Philo’s ceuvre, it is 
surely surprising that the subject of the formal and thematic structure 
of these treatises had until quite recently received very little scholarly at- 
tention. The pioneering study of M. Adler had met with only a limited 
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response.‘ The monographs of H. Thyen and I. Christiansen also failed 
to rouse greater interest in the subject.° It was not until the 1970’s that 
scholars turned their attention to the various problems involved. 


1. Nikiprowetzky 


Credit for a breakthrough cannot unfairly be given, I believe, to the 
late Valentin Nikiprowetzky. In his magisterial study, which, if it had 
been written in English could have carried the title ‘Prolegomena to the 
study of Philo’, he had occasion to look at the context and composition 
of Philo’s exegetical treatises.* These are not the product of compilation 
of exegesis practised in the exegetical schools of Alexandria (Bousset), 
nor a faithful reproduction of preaching activity in the Synagogue 
(Vélker, Thyen). But there is clearly a connection with the exegetical ac- 
tivity that took place in the Synagogue. The Quaestiones et solutiones 
in Genesim et Exodum faithfully mirror the question and answer 
method used for exegesis in the Synagogue, though their greater com- 
plexity shows that they are meant for a reading public. The Allegorical 
Commentary represents an elaborated form of the same basic: pro- 
cedure. 

The formal aspects of the parallels in method between the Quaestiones 
and Philo’s other exegetical works were further investigated by P. 
Borgen and R. Skarsten in a penetrating article.’ Particular emphasis 
was placed on Philo’s use of certain formulas, such as d&nopicete ’&v tts 
ovx dnd oxonod ti Shmote..., which is an expanded alternative for the basic 
dia tt of the Quaestiones. 

Not long before his death, as was analysed in my previous article, 
Nikiprowetzky returned to the subject he had earlier broached. Asked 
to contribute a structural analysis to the Gig.-Deus commentary, he at- 
tempted, for the most part successfully, to show that the structure of 
the work is based on a sequence of 14 sub-divisions of the Biblical text, 
each basically representing a guaestio et solutio and running parallel to 
the quaestiones et solutiones located in QG 1.89-99.* Seen in this 
perspective, the work has a coherent and logical structure. Philo, in 
Nikiprowetzky’s view, is an ‘auteur clair’. But note that this coherence 
is presented precisely in terms of the basic structure, and not as the 
result of thematic or conceptual unity. Between the various sub- 
divisions the French scholar perceives a good measure of discontinuity. 
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2. Hamerton-Kelly 


In an exploratory article which has been undeservedly neglected,’ 
Robert Hamerton-Kelly undertook to show how Jewish and Hellenistic 
cultures blended in Philo, not only on the level of ideas, but also on the 
level of literary composition, i.e. in the way he constructs the allegorical 
treatise De agricultura. The Hellenistic side comes forward in Philo’s 
use of the method or technique of diaeresis (as shown by Christiansen, 
but her claim that the whole allegorical method is based on it is a patent 
exaggeration). The Jewish side is articulated by means of a comparison 
with the traditions of midrash, and in particular the technique of 
gezerah shawa (inference by analogy), one of the seven middoth or ex- 
egetical norms attributed to Rabbi Hillel. By demonstrating the role of 
these two techniques, Hamerton-Kelly could explain to his own satisfac- 
tion the composition and structure of the De agricultura. It emerged 
that the form of gezerah shawa used by Philo was based on verbal 
analogy rather than analogy of thought. 


3. Cazeaux 


It would appear that, after decades of hard labour, Jacques Cazeaux 
has entered a period of harvest. In the space of two years he has pub- 
lished not only the massive study on Philo’s literary structures reviewed 
in my previous article, but also two shorter accounts based on the results 
of the larger work, as well as another study in which two additional 
Philonic treatises are analysed at considerable length.'® The response of 
the scholarly world to Cazeaux’s novel and provocative approach must 
be awaited. My own critique was, it cannot be denied, rather negative 
in some of its conclusions. In other Philonists it may strike a more 
responsive chord. 

It is not my intention to give another summary of Cazeaux’s thesis. 
Suffice it to say that he argues the total and unconditional coherence of 
the structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises. By means of the twin prin- 
ciples of substitution and redundance,'' both founded on the assump- 
tion of the unity of scripture, Philo is able to achieve complex and 
elaborate structures of meaning. It is of paramount importance to re- 
cognize that the exegetical ‘deep-structure’ which Cazeaux postulates is 
not developed on the surface of the text, but rather moves at a ‘sub- 
terranean’ level, a procedure that imitates the ‘slowness’ of the biblical 
text and is quite inimical to the discursive rationality of Greek thought. 
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The reader himself experiences this movement as he proceeds through 
the treatises. By following the signposts that Philo conceals in his ex- 
egetical structures, he completes a spiritual itinerary parallel to those of 
the Patriarchs recorded in scripture. 

It is above all the complexity and intricacy of Cazeaux’s structural 
analyses—in his magnum opus 140 diagrams are needed to elucidate 
them—that must astound the reader. Philo the disorganized rambler is 
replaced by Philo the supreme structural orchestrator. But has this 
made him any more accessible? 


4. Mack 


Another scholar who has made highly creative and stimulating con- 
tributions to our subject is Burton Mack. Most of his work is relevant, 
but it is necessary to begin by noting an important development in his 
thinking. In the famous paper that formed the basis of the Claremont 
Research Project he encouraged a certain atomization of Philo’s ex- 
egesis. By excavating the various exegetical layers present in the 
treatises, it was hoped that it would be possible to reconstruct the 
history of exegesis developed in the Alexandrian Synagogue.'? In two 
more recent papers, however, the emphasis shifts to the coherent struc- 
ture of the single Philonic treatise or part thereof.'*> Scripture, according 
to Philo as read by Mack, is encoded. The task of the exegete is to 
decode it, and in so doing Philo makes extensive use of the methods of 
rhetorical elaboration. Mack suggests that the elaboration of the chreia 
(i.e. a brief account of a saying or action on the part of a well-known 
historical figure) may have served as a model for Philo in his exegesis 
(i.e. elaboration) of the Mosaic scriptural lemma. In the first article this 
suggestion is worked out with reference to the single lemma given ex- 
egesis in Sacr. 1-10; in the second article it is further extended to an 
analysis of the entire treatise De sacrificiis. An objection to this attempt, 
put forward by H. D. Betz in an unpublished critique, is that it imposes 
the techniques of a speech genre on Philo’s text, rather than the com- 
mentary genre that one would naturally expect. 

It should be further observed that Mack’s approach shares some 
common ground with the structuralist views of Cazeaux. The logic of 
analogy and elaboration is not intended to lead the reader to a single 
conceptual grasp of a system of truth. Instead the process of moving 
logically from one set of signs to another creates a space, and it is there 
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that the ‘truth’ resides. The conceptuality is in fact very difficult to spell 
out. ‘It is with process as an experience that Philo has achieved some- 
thing remarkable. This is the way in which the process of following the 
elaboration becomes an intellectual exercise which corresponds to the 
psychological experience intended as the ‘‘truth’’ to which scripture 
calls.’ '* 


5. Runia 


It would be more decorous to pass over the contents of my article in 
silence, but since it forms part of work done in recent research, one or 
two indications will have to be given.'* Its chief concern was to draw at- 
tention to the fact—also exploited by Cazeaux, but in a quite different 
way—that Philo, in interpreting the main biblical text on which the 
treatise focusses its concern, habitually feels the need to invoke secon- 
dary texts from elsewhere in the Pentateuch (and rarely from other 
biblical books) in order to elucidate the deeper meaning of Moses’ 
words. All these texts form as it were the skeleton of the treatise, on 
which the flesh of its allegorical contents is draped. Of particular in- 
terest was the question of what actually determines the choice of these 
secondary biblical texts. In an analysis of Deus it could be shown that 
the transitions from the one text to the next are in about fifty per cent 
of cases based on verbal parallels in the actual text, while in the remain- 
ing fifty per cent they are motivated by thematic considerations. This 
reveals the strong emphasis Philo places on the actual wording of scrip- 
ture. But the vitally important question of whether Philo imposes a con- 
ceptual and thematic unity on his treatises had to be left unresolved. 


6. Radice 


Also south of the Alps valuable research is being carried out on Philo, 
especially in the circle around Prof. Giovanni Reale of Milan. Just 
recently an Italian translation of six Philonic treatises (including Gig.- 
Deus) has been published. It contains an introductory section by Philo’s 
latest (and very thorough) bibliographer, Roberto Radice.'® 

Radice begins with two interpretative postulates. Firstly he insists 
that Philo must be seen as an exegete, and not as a philosopher. 
Secondly he agrees with Cazeaux that there are strictly speaking no 
digressions in the allegorical treatises. How then can we explain the 
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repetitions and general disorganization of argumentative procedure that 
is undeniably present in them? (Note that in admitting this Radice im- 
mediately parts company with Cazeaux again.) Radice introduces a 
distinction between the directive idea, which can be conceptually for- 
mulated and gives the treatise (or even groups of treatises) its unity, and 
the specific themes which emerge in the various chapters (equivalent to 
quaestiones et solutiones) of the treatise and can allow a good deal of 
thematic discontinuity. A second integrative element—again at least 
partly in agreement with Cazeaux—is that Philo’s departure from and 
return to the main text takes the form of a circular procedure. It is 
within this closed circle, as a ‘comprehensive semantic unity’, that the 
various allegorical terms find their definition and the directive idea is 
worked out.'’ ‘ 

On the subject of the structure of the individual ‘chapter’ or pericope 
Radice also provides some interesting observations. Philo’s procedure 
is compared with a staircase. The main biblical text is analysed, whether 
explicitly or implicitly, in terms of question and answer. The solutio 
answers the quaestio, but also has a surplus element, which causes an- 
other biblical text to be called in, which itself has a surplus element, and 
so on. The process repeats itself until Philo reaches where he wants to 
be. Consider what happens in Sacr. 72-79:'* 


Lev.26:10 ‘old’(relative) # ‘young’ (absolute) 
Num.11:16 ‘old’ = worthy of respect 

Lev.19:32 ‘hoary’ # ‘old’ 

Lev.2:14 ‘young’ # ‘old’ 

Gen.4:3 basic text 


The exegesis thus moves in jumps. The unity is supplied not so much 
by the themes utilized, but by the controlling directive idea. 


II. Results and aporemata 


The summary of recent research just outlined has been necessarily im- 
pressionistic and incomplete. Enough has been said, however, to justify 
the conclusion that, although there are undoubted points of consensus, 
it is still the points of disagreement that have the upper hand. Let us 
begin with the former. 
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(1) The most important result of the above survey is the complete 
agreement on the fact that Philo must be regarded first and foremost 
as exegete of Mosaic scripture. The primary focus of his activity is on 
explaining the scriptural text, and above all on penetrating to its hidden 
deeper meaning. Philo has apologetic aims, arguably also philosophical 
aims, but these are primarily effectuated by means of his exegetical ac- 
tivity. It is easy to take this insight for granted, but we should bear in 
mind that it is in fact still quite new. On Philo’s hermeneutic assump- 
tions there is as yet a basic split, some scholars asserting that ‘Philo’s 
claim is to be able to master the master’,'? others favouring a more 
deferential role on his part.?° 

(2) Turning now to the structure of the individual treatise, we can 
say that there is considerable agreement on the fundamental role of the 
main biblical text in supplying the basic continuity of the exegesis. Most 
scholars regard the divisions which Philo introduces into the text as the 
basis for the various sections of a treatise, generally called chapters. 

(3) The thesis of Nikiprowetzky and others that the procedure of the 
quaestio followed by the solutio is fundamental to the structure of the 
allegorical commentaries has met with a good deal of approval. There 
is a link, it is generally surmised, with exegetical praxis in the Alexan- 
drian Synagogue, even if Philo’s finished products are much more 
sophisticated and presuppose a high level of zatdefa on the part of the 
reader. 

The above points of consensus are most useful, but remain character- 
ized by a fairly high level of generality. As soon as we move to more 
detailed treatments, it is the points of disagreement that strike our atten- 
tion. I summarize them under three headings. 

(1) There seems little agreement on the basic structure and procedure 
of the Philonic ‘chapter’. Is there a uniform method (e.g. the quaestio 
and solutio) that is repeated over and over again, or does Philo exhibit 
a diversity of approaches? Is there, furthermore, a marked difference 
between structural methods used in various treatises, or do the 
similarities remain greater than the differences??' The role of the secon- 
dary biblical texts which Philo habitually introduces is also controver- 
sial. All will agree that Moses is being explained via Moses. But do these 
secondary texts merely function as illustratory material, or do they take 
on a life of their own? 

(2) The second problem area is a continuation of the first, but with 
wider implications for the understanding of a treatise as a whole. To 
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what extent does Philo endeavour to impose a structural coherence, first 
on a chapter, then on the series of chapters that make up a treatise? Is 
there a total coherence, or a certain measure of discontinuity between 
chapters, or—a third alternative—a continuity of a somewhat ca- 
pricious, associative kind? And, if there is coherence, or at least a 
controlling ‘directive idea’, is this of an intellectual kind which is to be 
grasped by the mind as a kind of dogma, or is it rather meant to be ‘ex- 
perienced’ through reading the treatise? Finally, it is also worth asking 
the question of how difficult Philo intended his treatises to be. 

(3) The third: disagreement is implicit rather than overt. Can light 
be shed on Philo’s procedures by means of comparison with other 
writings, whether Jewish of Greek? Or is it better to regard Philo as a 
writer sui generis who, even if he had antecedents or colleagues in the 
Synagogue, developed his own style and method? Of the scholars 
reviewed only the two Americans Hamerton-Kelly and Mack adduced 
comparative material. The remainder preferred to base their findings 
exclusively on internal analysis of Philo’s own works. 


The results just outlined set the parameters of what I aim to achieve 
in the remainder of this paper. It should by now be clear that at least 
two major pieces of research need to be carried out before any definite 
conclusions can be reached on the structure of Philo’s allegorical 
treatises. Firstly, a systematic comparison must be made between the 
Allegorical Commentary and the Quaestiones in Genesim et Exodum, 
and especially those parts of both works which give direct exegesis of 
the same main biblical lemmata. Secondly, a structural analysis, made 
with as few preconceptions as possible, must be made of all the 
allegorical treatises from Leg. to Somn. Every time a scholar bases con- 
clusions on a small or partial segment,?? he or she runs the risk of 
reaching conclusions that are only partially valid and can be con- 
troverted or modified in the light of material drawn from other 
treatises. 

A third major piece of research could also be proposed, namely a 
comprehensive comparison of Philo’s structures with other forms of ex- 
egesis, both Greek and Jewish, produced at approximately the same 
period. Compared with the other two projects, however, we cannot be 
certain that the results will be as remunerative. Nevertheless I intend to 
give a sample in this paper by comparing Philo’s structures with three 
other types of exegesis. This will give us some perspective on the third 
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of the problem areas mentioned above. Thereafter I will address the 
other two problem areas, concentrating my observations on the 
evidence in Gig.-Deus. Finally, by way of conclusion, I will bring for- 
ward what I consider to be the single most important issue raised by our 
subject. 


III. Some comparisons 


It is a fact we have to learn to live with when studying Philo that it 
is easier to use his evidence to cast light on his surroundings than to use 
his surroundings to cast light on him. There is no other reason for this 
than the fortuities of transmission. Our supply of literature written 
about the time of Philo is rather thin, and this applies not only to 
Hellenistic-Judaic writings, but also to Greek works produced in Alex- 
andria and elsewhere. The fact that we are looking for exegetical works 
restricts us even more. But let us see what we can come up with. 


1. Anonymous Theaetetus Commentary 


The first document may in fact be roughly contemporary with Philo. 
The first editors of the Anonymous Theaetetus Commentary, Diels and 
Schubart, dated both the papyrus and the original to the second century 
A.D.” But very recently H. Tarrant has proposed an earlier dating on 
philosophical grounds. He is even prepared to credit it to Eudorus or 
his circle, i.e. 50 B.C. or a little later.** The papyrus as we have it com- 
prises about 40 sheets and contains the initial part of a Platonist com- 
mentary on Plato’s dialogue Theaetetus (up to 153e). On the value and 
quality of the fragment there has also been a divergence of opinion. 
Dillon regarded it as maintaining ‘a level of stupefying banality’,?* but 
Tarrant is inclined to take it more seriously and attempts to derive im- 
portant evidence on the development of Middle Platonism from it. 

Although the entire document is interesting for purposes of com- 
parison, I shall concentrate my remarks on two passages, 34.9-35.44 
and 56.11-57.42.*° I am sure that every Philonist who reads these ex- 
tracts will recognize similarities with and parallels to Philo’s exegesis. 
The commentator subdivides the Platonic text into short lemmata, 
which he comments on one by one. The use of the quaestio method, i.e. 
the explicit or implicit raising of &opiat in the text is particularly 
marked. Note how at 34.22 the question is introduced by && ti and is 


PHILO'S ALLEGORICAL TREATISES 115 


attributed to anonymous exegetes (Cytoda...). The reply takes the form 
of a multiple exegesis. First two opinions of unnamed exegetes are given 
(34.35 twée pact, 35.13 evior by d&péoxovtat). The third alternative is 
modestly presented, but clearly receives the author’s support (35.21 
uyote duetvov 7 Aéyetv Ott...). Both the exegetical multiplicity and the 
modesty are frequently paralleled in Philo.’’ 

Some of the more detailed interpretative techniques also strike us as 
familiar. The word gyst is enough to indicate Plato (57.16 etc.), just as 
in Philo it often denotes Moses. Words from, or just outside, the lemma 
under discussion are quietly introduced into the exegesis (e.g. 
uavOdvovatv at 56.16). When it suits the interpretation small words are 
closely looked at and their natural meaning violated (xwe at 35.18ff., 
57.32ff.). The interpretation of cbptcxew at 56.14ff., which draws atten- 
tion to a distinction between finding and refinding, is uncannily reminis- 
cent of Philo’s exegetical comment on Gen.6:8 at Deus 86.7* Other 
Platonic texts are invoked as ‘proof’ of a given interpretation, e.g. at 
56.26. 

But there are also significant differences to be observed. Although the 
commeftator practises the Middle Platonist hermeneutic principle of 
explaining Plato via Plato and so is eager to adduce other texts, whether 
in order to resolve a possible conflict (57.15) or as proof (57.26), these 
secondary texts never lead to separate developments as in Philo. There 
is a more direct concentration on the subject at hand. At the same time 
the commentator, who after all is dealing with a text of considerable 
length (and not a single page or less of Pentateuchal text), adopts a more 
‘atomistic’ approach, with jumps from one subject to another. No at- 
tempt is made to connect one pericope with the next (though the author 
does retain a perspective on the larger developments of thé dialogue, cf. 
57.40). Finally the difference in subject matter is to be noted. The com- 
mentator, following Plato’s text, is interested in explaining philo- 
sophical difficulties and tackles philosophical issues. He is not in- 
terested in an immediate application to the reader’s own concerns.”* The 
work is much less ‘spiritual’ than Philo’s allegorical exposés.°°. 


2. Porphyry’s De antro nympharum 


A greater affinity, both in subject matter and method, we find in the 
treatise in which Porphyry gives an allegorical exegesis of Homer’s des- 
cription of the cave of the nymphs (Odyssey XIII 102-112)*' Having 
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quoted these lines and defended a non-literal interpretation, the 
Neoplatonist philosopher proceeds to give a compact exegesis of them 
in terms of an elaborate symbolism comprising themes from both 
physical and psychological allegory. It is true that there is a considerable 
chronological disparity between Philo and Porphyry. Not only, how- 
ever, is this little work the only continuous piece of exegesis of a single 
Homeric text that we have,*? but Porphyry also makes it quite clear that 
he is heavily indebted to the Neopythagorean Numenius (and his pupil 
Cronius), who in turn doubtless made use of earlier exegesis.*? 

Once again numerous parallels of content and technique strike the 
eye. Porphyry extols the virtues of Homer and defends the poet’s 
allegorizing intent (§36), just like Philo does in the case of Moses. The 
quaestio method is again in evidence (§15 8& tl; §32 Acimetar 87, 
mapactioar...dtt moté unvver). Words are etymologized (§15) and names 
explained (§35) with allegorical intent. Stress is placed on the ap- 
propriateness of the symbolism (§19 oixeta oduBorx etc.). At the same 
time Porphyry evidently accepts the practice of exegetical polyvalence, 
admitting more than one explanation for the same symbol (e.g. §19), 
but usually making quite clear which interpretation he favours. The 
balance between physical and psychological allegory differs from what 
we Philonists are accustomed to. But, for example, the allegorical ex- 
planation of the blinding of the Cyclops in terms of freeing oneself from 
the life of the senses (§35) could come virtually straight out of Philo. 

It is, however, above all the structural elements that should claim our 
attention. Here, too, there are certain shared characteristics, but I find 
them rather elusive when examined more carefully. For example, Por- 
phyry has the tendency to string examples together and then call himself 
back to the main task at hand (e.g. §31 &AX’ tva wi}... tdv Adyov unxiveouer, 
cf. Congr.178). Is this parallel to Philo’s method of concatenation? In 
fact there is a basic difference between this work and Philo’s allegorical 
treatises, because very little remains in it of a commentary in the strict 
sense of the word. To be sure, Porphyry quotes the Homeric text at the 
beginning and returns to it at intervals (§15, 32), but he does not divide 
it into lemmata which he deals with one by one. Thus the very first line 
of the text is dealt with last (§32), because in this way he can organize 
the work so that it reaches a climax in the psychological allegory of 
Odysseus, the wandering soul. The structure is thus more like that of a 
Hellenistic odyypayua (a fine parallel is Plutarch’s De animae procrea- 
tione in Timaeo, also a piece of exegesis), with the result that one can 
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more easily obtain an overview of the whole work than in the case of 
Philo’s treatises. Can we speak of ‘‘secondary exegesis’’ in Porphyry? 
The philosopher certainly deepens and illustrates his interpretation by 
referring to other texts. These have a wider range than in Philo, e.g. 
cross-references to Homer in §16 & 34, but also to Mithras mysteries 
(§15), Orphica (§16), Sophocles (§18), and so on. The connections are 
made on thematic rather than on verbal grounds.** We do not find the 
quasi-independent developments which are one of the main reasons that 
Philo’s allegorical treatises are so much longer, more complex and more 
repetitious. _. 


3. Palestinian midrash 


We now make a considerable jump from the Hellenic affiliations 
discussed so far to a possible Palestinian connection. In so doing I do 
not presuppose any firm views on the thorny question of Philo’s rela- 
tion to Palestinian Judaism. It is not unlikely, I believe, that there were 
parallels between the methods of interpreting scripture practised in 
Alexandria and in Palestine, even if it is (so far) not possible for us to 
pin these down precisely.*° 

But what is midrash? For Hamerton-Kelly, following the proposal of 
R. Le Déaut, ‘Midrash is a mode of thinking which may be described 
but not defined’.** I find myself attracted to the new approach of G. 
Porton, who does make the attempt to define it by focussing on its for- 
mal or literary aspects. He concludes his discussion as follows:°’ 

In brief I would define midrash as a type of literature, oral or written, which stands in 
direct relationship to a fixed, canonical text, considered to be the authoritative and the 


revealed word of God by the midrashist and his audience, and in which this canonical text 
is explicitly cited or clearly alluded to. 


Speaking with specific reference to the terms of this (admittedly wide) 
definition, I believe we can legitimately regard Philo as a Hellenizing 
midrashist, for Philo expounds, and specifically cites or alludes to, a 
written canonical text which both he and his audience regard as divinely 
inspired and authoritative. (An immediate difference in relation to 
Palestine midrashists is that Philo places much more emphasis on the 
authorship of the divinely elected prophet and lawgiver Moses, but this 
difference is subordinate.) 

Porton goes on to outline a variety of types of midrash, ranging from 
Targumim (Aramaic translations or paraphrases) to Rabbinic midrash. 
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The last-named is again divided into homiletic and expositional types.** 
Since the latter follows the biblical text verse by verse, it would seem 
closest to Philo and thus what we are looking for. For purposes of il- 
lustration I have selected some passages from the Mekilta of Rabbi 
Ishmael and Genesis Rabbah. Once again chronology is a problem. 
Both works belong to the earliest Rabbinic midrashim, but in their 
present form cannot antedate the third or fourth centuries A.D. at the 
very earliest. It is, however, abundantly clear that they contain much 
traditional material, some of which may be virtually contemporary with 
Philo.*° It is also possible that in their formal aspect they have adopted 
methods used earlier. At any rate it was not difficult to locate texts that 
can be profitably compared with Philo’s procedures. 

In the Mikilta each chapter is devoted to a section of the biblical text, 
which is further split into smaller lemmata. My example is the first 
chapter of the Tractate Pisha, in which exegesis is given of Ex. 12:1.*° 
We observe that, after the lemma has been cited, a brief explanation is 
given, which is immediately followed by an objection (equivalent to an 
exegetical d&nopia), either stated by the exegete (1.2) or put into the 
mouth of the reader (3.30). The objection is raised not so much because 
the text is unclear, but in relation to other Bible texts. Thus the first ob- 
jection results from the juxtaposition of Ex. 12:1 and 6:28. The 
response is also given in terms of Bible texts. In fact the secondary 
biblical texts are much more copious than in Philo (in our extract 54 
texts!). At 3.31ff. the exegete justifies his response by appealing to the 
hermeneutic rule of kal vahomer (e minore ad maius), one of the seven 
middoth of Hillel. We note also how the secondary texts quoted can 
lead to quasi-independent developments. The question of the place of 
revelation leads after much meandering to the example of Jonah, who 
tried to escape from the land of Israel and God’s presence (7.1). Next 
there is a section on three kinds of prophets (among whom Jonah), con- 
taining a diaeresis which we could easily find in Philo (8.12ff.).*’ The 
connection with the beginning of the pericope (3.29) depends entirely on 
the enchainment of themes. Nor is there any attempt at the conclusion 
of the discussion to return to the initial theme (cf. 11.3f.). The secon- 
dary developments are less expansive than in Philo, not least because the 
protreptic themes set in motion by Philo’s psychological allegories are 
wholly missing. 

In the case of Genesis Rabbah it will be instructive to look at chapters 
XXVII and XXIX, which deal with sections of the same biblical text 


PHILO’S ALLEGORICAL TREATISES 119 


underlying the commentaries in Gig.-Deus.*? The procedure adopted in 
this midrash differs from what we found in the previous work. At the 
beginning of the chapter the biblical lemma is quoted. Then the exegete 
puts forward another biblical text which at first appears to have little 
to do with the main text. As the explanation of this text unfolds, the 
connection is gradually made clear (cf. XX VII §1-2; note how the game 
element in midrash emerges here). Although the extreme compression 
of the presentation often makes the connections of thought difficult to 
follow, it would appear in this case at least that it is the verbal 
similarities which led to the choice of the secondary text.**? The comment 
in §3 furnishes a fine example of the hermeneutic principle of gezerah 
shawa (explicitly invoked). The verbal parallel between Gen.6:5 and 
18:20 indicates that the punishment inflicted in both cases is the same. ** 
Chapter XXIX provides a further illustration of how important verbal 
parallels are for the selection of the secondary biblical texts. In §3 Rabbi 
Simon, expounding the lemma ‘but Noah found grace in the eyes of the 
Lord (Gen. 6:8)’, chains together three texts with the word ‘found’ and 
a fourth with ‘found grace’. In §4 other Rabbis compare the lemma with 
three other texts in which Old Testament figures ‘find grace’. Clearly 
the four texts are arranged in ascending sequence—Noah’s grace is less 
than Joseph’s, which is less than Esther’s, and so on. Compare Philo’s 
procedure, mutatis mutandis, in Deus 104-116.*° At the same time the 
vast difference between the way Philo and the Rabbis ‘fill in’ these texts 
cannot but strike us. The grace found by Noah leads in Philo’s inter- 
pretation to highflown metaphysics (Deus 107f.), whereas the Rabbis, 
by referring to Haggadic lore concerning the feeding of animals in the 
middle of the night, make it quite concrete (§4 ad fin.). 


4. Findings 


Close, but not close enough. That could be the shortest way to 
summarize the results of our comparisons. If we lump together the three 
passages, we find that most features of Philo’s exegesis could be 
paralleled somehow or other. Two exceptions must be made to this 
generalization. Philo’s habit of inserting protreptic passages with direct 
appeal to the reader in his allegories (e.g. the so-called ‘diatribes’) was 
not encountered. Secondly, except to a weak degree in Porphyry, we 
found no attempt to join up the various pericopes or ‘chapters’ of ex- 
egesis, such as Philo achieves with his returns to the main biblical text 
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and his frequent transitional phrases. Philo’s method of composing his 
allegorical treatises is clearly related to exegetical methods developed by 
both Greek and Jewish interpreters of authoritative writings (cf. 
Hamerton-Kelly). My impression—more than that it cannot be called at 
this juncture—is that the formal aspects have been drawn more from 
Greek models, while the manner of invoking and handling of the 
biblical text has a Jewish background.* 

Yet not close enough. The comparisons illuminate Philo—as such 
they have been a useful exercise—, but they do not ‘explain’ him. We 
can only guess as to whether this would be different if we had access to 
more, and especially contemporary, material. My strong suspicion re- 
mains, however, that Philo is a writer sui generis, who has developed 
a style and method distinctively suited to his own aims, and not directly 
taken over from other exegetes and exegetical traditions. 

I append some comments on points of detail. 

(1) The method of raising explicit quaestiones or &xopiat was common 
to all three examples as well as Philo. If we also add implicit &xopiat, 
nearly every item of exegesis can be said to be based on this method. 
But how useful is it then to say that Philo’s allegorical exegesis can be 
analysed in terms of a stringing together of quaestiones and solutiones? 
(2) The enchaining of secondary biblical texts, especially on the basis of 
verbal parallels, clearly has its roots in Jewish exegesis. But can we iden- 
tify this procedure with the gezarah shawa, as Hamerton-Kelly sug- 
gests? The midrashic examples indicate that gezerah shawa is too 
specific a hermeneutical principle to fit the bill in the majority of cases. 
The method of textual analogy is so general a practice that it is not 
theoretically justified. Only more precise applications of analogy, as in 
ka vahomer and gezerah shawa, are laid down as rules. Philo’s ‘verbal 
mode of transition’ clearly resembles gezerah shawa, but cannot be 
equated with it.*’ 

(3) In none of the passages compared did we come across anything 
remotely resembling total coherence or a concerted attempt at integra- 
tion of themes or ideas. Even Porphyry, who is not restricted by the 
practice of lemma by lemma exegesis, does not achieve this. If such in- 
tegration were Philo’s aim, he would be attempting something quite 
foreign to the exegetical traditions in close proximity to him. This is 
worth bearing in mind, even if we should consider Philo to be a writer 
sui generis. 
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IV. Some observations 


It is time now to turn to our remaining two points of disagreement, 
and also to our example of Philonic exegesis, the double-treatise (which 
is actually single) entitled Tlept ytyévtwv rept tod uh tpémecBat 16 Oetov.** 


1. Structural organization 


We have already noted a fortunate aspect of our choice of example, 
namely that it.presents exegesis of the same biblical text dealt with in 
QG 1.89-99. The parallelism between these 11 quaestiones et solutiones 
and the structure of Gig.-Deus is not coincidental. *® Corresponding to 
each quaestio et solutio is approximately a ‘chapter’ in Gig.-Deus. I am 
convinced that the chapter, which we may define as a unit of exegesis 
in which a lemma of the main biblical text is comprehensively ex- 
pounded (i.e. so that the exegete can pass on to the next lemma), is a 
useful concept in analysing the structure of Philo’s allegorical 
treatises.°° 

It should be noted, however, that in practice it is not so easy.to pin 
these chapters down precisely. Nikiprowetzky’s analysis furnished 14 
chapters, Winston and Dillon were content with 10 in their commen- 
tary, while Radice took a midway position and postulated 12.°' Clearly 
there is an arbitrary element in determining what a chapter is in the ac- 
tual praxis of Philo’s exegesis. The reason for this is equally clear, 
namely Philo’s desire to enchain or ‘weave together’ his interpretations 
into a literary whole (cf. cuvwgefvwouev Deus 20), which we then in our 
analysis have to divide up again. Take, for example, the question of 
whether Gig. 55-57 should be seen as a separate section or ‘chapter’. 
Nikiprowetzky and Radice, focussing on the parallel guaestio at OG 
1.91, think it is. But a look at the thematics of Gig. shows that the 
a&ropia raised by Gen. 6:3b has been integrated into, or—perhaps 
better—fastened onto the tail of, the exegesis of Gen. 6:3a, so that it is 
better to follow Winston and Dillon and regard the whole of Gig. 19-57 
as a single unit. Deus 20-85 gives rise to greater complexities, for we find 
that (1) Gen. 6:7 is cited fully twice (at §20 and 51), (2) at §70 the whole 
of §51-69 is treated as a preliminary enquiry rather than the answer to 
the main é&xopi«, and (3) in §70-85 an answer has to be given to the &nxopia 
of Gen.6:7 before the main theme (i.e. the contrast between the judg- 
ment in 6:7 and the grace in 6:8) can be broached. Another indication 
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of the fluidity of Philo’s chapters is evident in their variation in length, 
ranging from 5 capita (Gig. 1-5) to 44 (Deus 140-183).°? 

The next problem is unquestionably more difficult. Can we say that 
Philo uses a fixed method in composing the chapters of his treatise? I 
am less convinced than other scholars—Nikiprowetzky, Cazeaux, 
Mack—that he does. The role of the guaestio or &nopta is undoubtedly 
important. We find explicit guaestiones at Gig. 1, 56, Deus 1, 33, 70, 
86, 104, 122, i.e. in more than half the chapters. But the methad is too 
general to be really informative. Philo’s manner of returning to the 
main biblical lemma can easily suggest the circular ‘cradle’ structure 
proposed by Cazeaux (followed, with reservations by Radice). But his 
‘imperialism of symmetry’ can by no means be imposed on all chapters 
without straining the reader’s credibility. Gig. 1-5 shows clear affinities 
with Sacr. 1-10, the chapter Mack analysed in terms of the chreia- 
elaboration. But, once again, it is impossible to detect such a structure 
in every chapter. 

A suggestion I would wish to put forward is that it is useful to 
distinguish between Philo’s use of exegetical procedures and exegetical 
techniques. By the former I mean the regularly recurring methods used 
by Philo to construct the development of a chapter of his exegesis. Some 
ofthese, but not usually all, will be found in every chapter. Sometimes 
they are quasi-formally introduced, more often Philo employs them im- 
plicitly. The following list will indicate which procedures I envisage 
(plus in each case an example in which a formal indicator can be 
detected):°° 

(a) introduction (or transition from preceding chapter) 

e.g. Deus 33 ixaves obv Sietheyyévor mepi tod... d&xohovdus 
a&mod@souev, th gott té... 

(b) citation main biblical lemma 

e.g. Gig. 19 ‘eine’ yap por ‘xdptocg 6 Oedc... 

(c) initial observation (often quaestio or objection) 

e.g. Gig. 58 tows tig tk mapa tote momntats peuvfevuéva rept tHv 
ytydvtev otetat tov vonobétyy aivittecbat... 
(d) background information (necessary for the allegory) 
e.g. Deus 35 t&v yap swudctov t& ev evedijoato Ett... 

(e) detailed allegorical explanation 
e.g. Deus 143 xatépferpe nica adp— thy tod alwviov xal apbdptov 
teAetav Od6v thy mod¢ Bedv &yovoav. tadthy toft coptav... 
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(f) example/comparison/illustration/contrast 
e.g. Deus 119 Etépa S'éotiv A éx Bedtlovog yévoug eig ZAattov etdoc 
wuetaBoAn, Ag wéwvytar Stav 7... 
(g) allegorical application to the soul (often ‘diatribe’) 
e.g. Deus 114 &dd& od ye, © oxy... 
(h) proof or witness 
e.g. Deus 50 napd xai Adytév éott totodtov dvayeypauuévov év 
Acvtepovopio... 
(i) conclusion, or return to the main biblical lemma 
e.g. Deus 85 nayxddwes obv t@ TANPEr tHv ddixwv Aoyroyav avtébyxev 
Eva tov Sixatov... 
I have distinguished between (c) initial observation and (e) detailed 
allegorical explanation, because it appears that Philo likes first to ‘break 
open’ the text by means of an initial observation (i.e. an dmopia, objec- 
tion, distinction etc.), before proceeding to a more detailed explanation 
in terms of his exegetical system. We should note that it is especially in 
(f) and (h) that secondary biblical texts are invoked, but that it also hap- 
pens in (d), e.g. in Gig. 22-27. The sequence of procedures (though not 
necessarily all of them) occurs once per chapter, unless, as sometimes 
happens, Philo deals separately with two or more parts of the biblical 
lemma as quasi-independent units in the one chapter, e.g. Gig. 19-57. 
Moreover the same procedures can be invoked to deal with a secondary 
biblical text cited to explain or deepen our understanding of the main 
text, e.g. Gig. 32-46. This leads to the phenomenon which Nikiprowet- 
zky has called the ‘quaestio a tiroir‘,** and which can be regarded as a 
‘chapter within a chapter‘. 

Exegetical techniques, on the other hand, have a more direct relation 
to the contents of the biblical text. Their task is to focus the attention 
of the reader on one particular aspect of the lemma, which, once it is 
understood, leads to a better understanding of the lemma as a whole. 
(There is a close relation to the dgopyuat, the ‘hints’ or ‘pretexts’ used to 
justify the allegorical method.**) They are, therefore, especially promi- 
nent in procedure (c), the ‘breaking open’ of the biblical text. Examples 
of such techniques are: report of an objection (Deus 21); making a 
distinction (Deus 86) or establishing a contrast (Gig. 1); making a gram- 
matical observation (Deus 141); outline of a diaeresis (Gig. 60); laudatio 
of the lawgiver (Gig. 58) etc. Many of these techniques we found 
paralleled in the non-Philonic exegetical passages analysed for purposes 
of comparison earlier in this article. 
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Having made this distinction between exegetical procedures and ex- 
egetical techniques, I remain with the difficulty of how I should deal 
with the practice of posing a quaestio, which, as we have seen, occurs 
on eight occasions in Gig.-Deus. Contrary to Nikiprowetzky and others, 
I regard its use as insufficiently consistent for it to be regarded as a fixed 
procedure. Not only is it often hard to decide whether there is an actual 
quaestio or not; we should also note that it can sometimes amount to 
no more than a formality, as for example at Deus 86, where the quaestio 
asks only what the text means, and then immediately a further exegetical 
technique is required to break open the text. I think it preferable to view 
the quaestio as Philo’s favourite way of introducing the initial observa- 
tion which allows him to break open the text under discussion. It is 
therefore not itself an exegetical technique in the limited’ sense I en- 
visage, but can be used to usher in such a technique (cf. also Gig. 1ff.). 

In Appendix 3 I have undertaken to give a structural analysis of De 
gigantibus in terms of the procedures and techniques just outlined. Per- 
sonally I find the result no more than partially successful. It does show, 
to my mind, that in general terms these categories are valuable for the 
task of understanding how Philo builds up his treatise from the inter- 
pretation of the one biblical lemma to the next. At the same time, how- 
ever, one retains the feeling that there is an element of coercion or 
imposition involved in our analysis. Philo’s structures are too fluid, too 
flexible to allow us to ‘decode’ them in a way that might render them 
‘accounted for’ or in any way predictable. There is a method, but no 
fixed procedure or ‘system’ whose secret code we have to ‘crack’. 

For this reason I remain convinced that it is highly important to 
observe the central role played by both the primary and secondary 
biblical texts in establishing the structure of Philo’s exegesis. This obser- 
vation was the basis of the analysis of Deus carried out in my previous 
article, and I have retained its salient features in the analysis of Gig. 
These texts together form the framework upon which the exegesis is 
based. The main biblical text, from which the exegesis proceeds and to 
which it returns, is dominant. But a number of the secondary biblical 
texts (not all) are given a role that is hardly less important than that of 
the main text. It is striking that on the only two occasions that Philo 
gives a phrase for phrase detailed exegesis of a longer biblical lemma in 
Gig.-Deus, he does so of a secondary text (Lev. 18:6 at Gig. 32-46, 
Num. 20:17-20 at Deus 145-180). In discovering the connections be- 
tween the various texts, we can to some degree retrace the associations 
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made by Philo in composing his treatises. Philo feels justified in making 
these associations because he assumes that scripture is a coherent whole. 
They are so often based on verbal parallels because he considers that 
one of the fundamental ways that Moses conveys the coherence of his 
thought to the reader is through his careful use of language and 
phraseology. *® 


2. Discontinuity, unity, or total coherence? 
lal 


But to what-extent does Philo himself aim to impose a unity or 
coherence on his own treatises as structured literary compositions? Is he 
an emulator of Moses in this regard, as Cazeaux claims? We turn to our 
final point of disagreement. In so doing we need to add a consideration 
of the content of Philo’s treatise to the purely formal aspects on which 
we have concentrated so far. 

Gig.-Deus is a continuous commentary on the text Gen. 6:1-12. Can 
it be said that Philo derives from this text a central theme which per- 
vades the work as a whole? Winston and Dillon, without addressing the 
question directly, furnish the following answer:°*’ ‘ 


Overriding themes, therefore, in this pair of treatises, are the duality and tension between 
the spirit and the flesh, virtue and pleasure, self-abnegation (or God-centeredness) and 
self-centeredness; the nature of God’s providential care for us, not governed by any pas- 
sion, as a superficial reading of the inspired text might suggest, but purely by reason; and, 
as a corollary, our responsibility for our actions, our freedom of will, and the role within 
us of the Logos, acting as a conscience. 


We note that they speak of ‘overriding themes’ rather than a central 
theme. Radice, in contrast, does speak of a ‘dominant ‘idea’:** 


Thus the actual meaning, the dominant idea of our treatises is that of the ‘generation’ of 
evil, where the term ‘generation’ takes on a quite specific meaning, as Philo himself 
defines it in Deus 119: ‘...Generation is a kind of passage or journey from non-being to 
being... but there is also another, the transformation from a superior genus to an inferior 
species.’ The generation of evil should be seen as a process of degeneration from the good 
or, also, as the turning-point of the corruption of the world. But this is precisely the theme 
of Gen.6, where it is presented in direct connection with the figure of Noah. Hence... the 
theme of degeneration and that of virtue are systematically contrasted... The title of the 
treatise should properly be ‘Of the corruption of the world’ or ‘On the generation of evil’. 
It is the same theme as in the tetralogy (Cher.-Post.), but now viewed from a ‘historical’ 
rather than an ‘archetypal’ or ‘psychological’ perspective. 


Radice, in my view, goes too far here in his emphasis on the negative 
side. The biblical text might warrant such pessimism, but Philo reads it 
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otherwise. Just as in Post. the birth of Seth halts the downward spiral 
of Cain’s progeny, so in Deus Noah balances the forces of disintegra- 
tion. 

I agree with Winston and Dillion that Philo bases the thematics of his 
treatise on the fundamental dichotomy between the spirit and the flesh 
suggested by the biblical text. The title of the work also draws attention 
to this dichotomy, albeit not very clearly.*® The question is: what does 
Philo do with this opposition? Do we get a series of ‘variations on a 
theme’, which look at the opposition from various angles, deepen our 
understanding of it by introducing contrasts and comparisons, explore 
the diverse ramifications indicated by the biblical text, until we receive 
an all-round picture? This is surely what Nikiprowetzky had in mind 
when he emphasized the discontinuities between one chapter and the 
next.°° Winston and Dillon, with their ‘overriding themes’ may mean 
the same. 

There is one extraordinary facet of Philo’s exegesis which holds me 
back from accepting this quite plausible view. I have in mind the sur- 
prising turn that Philo gives to his lengthy exposition of Gen. 6:11-12 
in Deus 122-183. By a clever selection of secondary biblical texts 
(especially from Lev. 13-14 and Num. 20) Philo introduces the role of 
the 2\eyxo¢ as logos or conscience. I cannot see how there is any hint of 
this doctrine in the main biblical text (it is not related to the ydprs of 
Gen. 6:8). But Philo needs it because he is keen to show that the chasm 
that divides spirit from flesh and virtue from vice does not separate the 
world into two permanent camps. It is possible for the soul which is not 
wholly impure (cf. the last caput §183) to listen to the admonition of the 
inner monitor, to better its ways and join the people of Israel on the 
Royal road. It is possible because the soul, as emphasized in the 
philosophical exposition of Deus 35-48, has the freedom of will to turn 
to good or evil. The text at the end of this section, Deut. 30:15 « 19 
(§50), sums it up perfectly. As so often in Philo, we can hear the pro- 
treptic element ringing through loud and clear. 

It is this unexpected extrapolation of the biblical text which persuades 
me that, in this work at least, Philo does have a main theme or a direc- 
tive idea (I borrow the term from Radice) which has played a decisive 
role in determining the treatise’s structure. If Philo was simply taking 
the main biblical text lemma by lemma, expounding the themes he hap- 
pened to find there (as in the Anon. Theat.Comm. and in the midrash), 
then what takes place in the last quarter of the treatise would be inex- 
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plicable. Nor should we be tempted to conclude that Philo at the end 
of the work loses control over his material, filling up his papyrus roll 
by expatiating on a new theme that is only marginally related to the 
main biblical text. The move is premeditated. As Cazeaux has shown, 
Philo sometimes anticipates a biblical text which he will later exploit. A 
good example of such ‘teleology’ is found at Gig. 29. When Philo writes 
1] MeOg okpxa oixefwotg with reference to the main biblical lemma (Gen. 
6:3), he knows already that he is going to invoke the words of another 
text modg né&vta oixetov capxdg adtod (Lev. 18:6). Now it seems to me that, 
when Philo at Gig. 64 speaks of Abraham following the Royal road, we 
have a strong indication that he has already planned to develop this 
theme at the end of the treatise. The association made between the ‘way 
of flesh’ in Gen. 6.12 and the King’s way in Num. 20:17 is legitimated 
by the verbal parallel between the texts. It is motivated by the. central 
theme which Philo extracts from the allegorized biblical text. 

It cannot be said, therefore, that the work lacks a thematic focal 
point, for Philo has manifestly manipulated his exegesis in order to pro- 
vide it with one. The treatise has at the least a unity of a loose kind. But 
it is possible to go a step further and claim that Philo has attempted a 
large-scale integration of the multivarious exegetical themes he has 
called into service, so that the work is given a fundamental thematic 
coherence (cf. above all Cazeaux’s approach). This I think he does not 
do. I give a few examples of the kind of themes that occur in different 
chapters and might encourage us to look for a tight-knit structural 
coherence. 


(1) Is it structurally significant that in Gig. 2 there is a contrast elg/moAvavOpwnia, but in 
Deus 148 an a@ fortiori analogy cic davip=tvog noAvavOpwadtatov, while in §178 a 
nodvavOpwrov 8vog sinks into oblivion? 

(2) Is it structurally significant that Onan is used as an example in Deus 16 and Tamar 
in §137? 

(3) Is it structurally significant that in Deus 77 unmixed wine is associated with God and 
mixed wine with man, but that in §158 God gives the people of Israel unmixed draughts 
(cf. also Gig. 52)? 

(4) Is it structurally significant that Gig. begins with &yyeAo. novnpot (cf. Ps. 77:49 cited 
in §17) and Deus ends with the &yyeAog as Adyog Detog (cf. Ps. 90:11-12 alluded to in §182)? 


However tempting it may seem to attempt to integrate such thematic 
parallels, I think the temptation should be resisted (in the final example 
the conscious literary device of symmetrical inclusion may be 
suspected). Because Philo tends to repeat themes and ideas at regular in- 
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tervals, and moreover likes to look at them from various points of view 
(depending on where and how the biblical text leads him), there is an 
almost infinite number of possibilities for the analyst to make connec- 
tions and set up contrasts that Philo himself does not make explicit. 

Such attempts, in my view, are self-defeating. They immediately 
plunge the interpretation into such labyrinthine complexities that the 
basically lucid structure of Philo’s treatises, based on the alternation of 
main and secondary biblical texts, cannot but be lost to view. Moreover 
they encourage us to neglect the importance of looking first of all at the 
relation between the exegetical interpretation and the biblical texts 
(primary and secondary) on which the interpretation is based. Once 
again some examples may clarify the point at issue. 


(1) In Gig. 60-64 the interpretation of Gen. 6:4 leads Philo to distinguish between men 
of earth, men of heaven, men of God. In Deus 104-116 examples of the biblical expression 
‘found grace’ lead to another triad Joseph, Noah, Moses. In both cases we recognize in 
the background the familiar hierarchy of 6 gadioc, 6 npoxdéntwv, 6 téAetoc. But is this 
parallel structurally important for our reading of Gig.-Deus? Naturally Joseph is in the 
camp of Nimrod and the men of earth. But Philo makes no effort to bring out any connec- 
tions. For the men of earth the chief characteristic is addiction to the flesh. The allegory 
of Joseph and the chief jailer differs: here the account concentrates on x&Boc (o&p& not 
found in Deus 110ff.). The allegorical thematics of Abraham and Noah also diverge. 
Abraham’s 9ewpia« tod xdonov (because he is a man of heaven) is quite extraneous to the 
virtue/vice thematics of the treatise as a whole. (That Noah is called Gnrntixd¢ xat moAvpe- 
O%¢ in §107 is not enough to connect him up with Abraham the gonads in Gig. 60ff. The 
object of their paOnats is given a quite different content.) In both chapters Philo lets the 
allegorical themes be dictated by the texts (primary and secondary) given exegesis. Hence 
the atomistic features of both chapters when looked at in the context of the treatise as a 
whole. 

(2) Some men worship God in love, others in fear (Deus 69). For the latter the lawgiver 
has included the anthropomorphic and anthropopathic passages in scripture. Key words 
are vovbecta and owepovitecba (cf. §52). When eight lines before the end of the treatise 
(8182) Philo writes éxi vov8ecia xai cwppovicud, it is not likely that he has forgotten his 
earlier usage (cf. also Gig. 47). But is the repetition of structural significance? Clearly 
Balaam belongs to the men of earth (yf¢ 8péuya, cf.. Nimrod and also the cwpatog pidor 
of Deus 55). But the words are also applied to ‘us’ (cf. téttwyev) walking along the high 
road (Aew@dpov 6800, cf. Israel in §146). Do ‘we’ also belong to the dim-witted or 
miseducated for whom the literal sense of scripture is meant (Deus 63)? Surely not, for 
Philo right through the treatise is acquainting us with the deeper sense. In other words, 
if we try to make a direct correlation of Balaam, ‘us’ and the angel in §181-182 with the 
sdpatosg pidot, buyii¢ ofAot and Moses in §51-69, we raise more problems than we solve. 


My chief quarrel with any attempt to detect a complete thematic 
coherence in Philo’s treatises is that it conflicts with the principle of the 
finality of the Philonic text.*' Philo’s self-imposed task as commentator 
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on scripture is to elucidate the words of Moses. If he is actually inviting 
us to make all kinds of structural connections between various parts of 
the work without making these explicit, then he is evidently not serving 
his own purpose. Because in that case we really need a second commen- 
tary to determine what Philo’s own deeper meaning is. 


3. Experiencing a treatise? 


But maybe I am on the wrong track. Maybe Philo does not want a 
reasoned articulation and integration of the meaning of all the themes 
he introduces into the various stages of his exegetical structures. Maybe 
what he wants is that we ‘experience’ the process of passing from flesh 
to spirit as we read our way through his structured exposition of the 
biblical text.°? ; 

My view is that this approach is in fact less attractive or useful than 
it might sound. Every writer aims to have some effect on the reader who 
reads what he has written, even when the aim is purely transmission of 
knowledge. This applies @ fortiori when the knowledge imported is ex- 
pected to have direct effect on people’s lives, as can be the case in phi- 
losophy and religion. Plato’s Phaedo, to take a famous example, is a 
strongly protreptic work. Its readers are meant to experience the pull of 
the philosophical life, and there are some well-known anecdotes of oc- 
casions when it did have that effect.** But surely our admiration for 
Socrates is only worth anything in Plato’s eyes if we are convinced by 
what he says and see an authentic relation between his arguments and 
his deeds.** To speak of our experience is only to ‘double’ our accept- 
ance of the philosophical contents of the work. Literary structure, con- 
ceptual content and experience can only be artificially separated. 

Is the situation any different in Philo? The central role of the 
protreptic element in Gig.-Deus has already been stressed. Admittedly 
Philo does not give chains of argument to justify the philosophical con- 
ceptuality he employs in order to explain the Mosaic message.** He ac- 
cepts the validity of the ‘language of reason’ and expects his reader to 
do the same. His task, as he sees it, is to persuade the reader of the 
validity and viability of the relation he sets out between Moses’ words 
and the conceptuality which is contained in or hidden behind them. This 
-process of persuasion is ‘experienced’ by the reader in his reading of the 
treatise. The process would lose its raison d’étre if the content of the 
conceptuality was hollowed out and replaced by the experience alone. 
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We must therefore slightly alter the formula we used in the case of 
Plato. To speak of our experience is only to ‘double’ our acceptance of 
the relation made by Philo between scripture and the philosophical con- 
ceptuality required to explain it. Because we accept this, we become 
more and more convinced during our reading of the treatise that spirit 
is superior to flesh. We follow the call to live the life of the spirit, which 
is the philosophical life understood in Philonic terms. 


4. Concatenation 


The most distinctive feature of Philo’s allegorical treatises from the 
literary point of view is his desire to connect together his exegetical ex- 
planations into a continuous chain. This distinguished these works from 
the Quaestiones. We also found it difficult to parallel in our section on 
comparative material. 

Without doubt the hermeneutic practice of explaining Moses via 
Moses (virtually absent, note well, in the Quaestiones), encourages en- 
chainment. Moreover, if I may permit myself a psychological specula- 
tion, Philo appears to have possessed a strongly associative mind, whose 
thought is quickly ‘triggered’ by parallels (verbal and thematic) and 
analogies.°* Nevertheless I am persuaded that the chief reason for 
Philo’s concatenative tendency is literary, and is probably derived from 
rhetorical theory and practice. This is suggested, for example, by his use 
of the word ovvefpw.°’ Philo appears to use it as a kind of technical term 
for composing or giving a speech (Congr. 64, Mut. 61, 198, Decal. 94, 
Spec. 1.344 etc.), but also uses it to describe his own procedure in his 
treatises (Congr. 178, cf. Virt. 16). Philo has, I suspect, taken over the 
ideal of concatenation, such as was practised in the speech genre, in the 
writing of his exegetical works.** But he has not, pace Mack, taken over 
the fixed procedures of rhetorical theory by means of which rhetors 
were trained to produce their eipyog Adywv, for these were not suited to 
the practical requirements of the exegete. 


V.A crux in our reading of Philo 


This paper is already long enough as it is. But the reader will forgive 
me if I indicate as briefly as possible what I consider to be the most im- 
portant issue raised by our discussion. 
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Philo’s allegorical treatises are complex structures consisting of en- 
chained exegesis of primary and secondary texts. Every treatise has a 
different main biblical text, allegorical exegesis of which leads to the ad- 
junction of secondary texts drawn from elsewhere in the Pentateuch 
(and rarely from outside it). Each chain of texts and concomitant 
themes is unique, for each time there are different texts and chains of 
association involved. (This is not to deny, of course, that there is much 
repetition in Philo, but this is due to the limited number of basic 
allegorical themes and also to the fact that he tends to use a number of 
biblical texts (and also etymologies) over and over again as a kind of 
allegorist’s stock-in-trade.) 

The question is: if each of Philo’s exegetical chains is unique in the 
way described, is it legitimate, when we are discussing a theme in Philo, 
to sever a portion of the exegesis from its place in the structure of the - 
treatise in which it is found, or is the meaning of that portion intrin- 
sically related, or even determined by, its place in the structure?°? 

Naturally, the answer to this question will be dependent on how we 
view the structure of Philo’s treatises. Pan-structuralists, who find an 
integrated structural coherence in the allegorical works, will surely be 
inclined to answer the question in the negative. My own view is that, 
because Philo regards himself as a disciple and expositor of Moses, we 
as interpreters must always relate his statements to the biblical texts on 
which they are explicitly or implicitly based. In practice this ensures that 
we will always be careful to look at the context of his words. But, 
because I am persuaded that from the conceptual and thematic view- 
point the treatises have at most a loose unity, and that, moreover, the 
conceptuality of a treatise should not be subordinated to or replaced by 
the experience undergone in reading it; I conclude that it 4s permissible 
to examine or utilize a Philonic passage in isolation from the thematics 
of the treatise in which it is located. Fortunately, perhaps, for it is often 
hard to do otherwise. 


Appendix I: translation of extracts from the Anonymous Theaetetus 
Commentary 


(a) 34.9-35.44 


‘And in this way taking every single case in turn up to the root of seventeen square feet; 
but at this point for some reason he came to a halt (Plato Theaet. 147d5-6)’. Just as in 
the case of the roots of squares representing three and five square feet (cf. Theaet. 147d4), 
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so he also presented the other similar roots and demonstrated that they are commensurate 
in respect of the plane surface area [which they can form, cf.148b2], but not in respect 
of the sides, like in the case of six square feet, seven square feet and the others one by 
one up to seventeen square feet, excluding nine and sixteen square feet. There are those 
who inquire why he proceeded to seventeen square feet and then stopped. And some say 
that Theodorus, as an expert in geometry and music, combined geometrical and musical 
theories, the question of roots being geometrical, while the seventeen square feet is 
musical, For this (number) represents a limit (or a stopping point), because the (musical) 
tone is not divided into equal semitones. For, as the tone is (formed) in the ratio of nine 
to eight, if you double the eight and the nine, the products are sixteen and eighteen. Of 
these the middle number is seventeen, which divides the upper and the lower into unequal 
proportions [i.e. 17/16, 18/17], as has been demonstrated in our commentary on the 
Timaeus. Some (others) are of the opinion that, in counting out the roots, he just hap- 
pened to stop for some reason where he did; but the phrase ‘he for some reason came to 
a halt (147d6)’ constrains that one inquires as to the reason for his stopping. Perhaps it 
would be better to affirm that he proceeded to seventeen square feet because sixteen 
square feet reveals that only the square whose area is sixteen square feet has a perimeter 
and a surface area that are (numerically) equal. This is the square with a side of four. For 
four sides each of four units make sixteen. But also the square formed by (sides of ) four 
is sixteen; for four times four is sixteen. Squares that fit inside the tetrad (i.e. 4 4) have 
an area (numerically) less than the perimeter... 


(b) 56.11-57.42 


‘But they themselves have found in themselves many fine things and given birth to them 
(Theaet, 150d7-8).’ How do the souls still recollect, if they either learn (cf. 150d7) or find? 
But also those who lose something and later recover it are said to ‘find’. In fact he does 
not always use the word ‘recollection’, but only when this is the primary focus of atten- 
tion. He made that clear when he said in the Meno, ‘let there be no difference whether 
we say it is teachable or reminded’ (paraphrase 87b7-cl). 

‘But of the delivery the god and I am the cause (150d8-e1).’ For the thoughts are insuffi- 
cient to produce the wise man, unless there is someone besides who will articulate them. 
‘With some (of these men) the daimonion that is present in me forbids me to associate, 
but with others it does allow me (151a3-5).’ The word ‘allows’ (is used) instead of the 
words ‘is not opposed’, since the daimonion of Socrates was not always dissuasive, but 
sometimes encourages him to associate. 

‘My craft (of midwifery) is able to arouse this pain of childbirth and to cause it to cease 
(151a8-b1).” My craft arouses the pain of childbirth that results from bewilderment (cf. 
151a7) whenever it raises questions that are not straightforward, while it causes the pain 
to cease whenever it renders assistance by supplying starting-points and guiding the part- 
ner in the dialogue. 

‘But in the case of some, Theatetus, who do not seem to me to be somehow pregnant (i.e. 
in their minds) (151b2-3).’ Yet in the Symposium he says that ‘all men are pregnant both 
in soul and in body’ (206c-1), and it follows that this pregnancy of the soul is recollection. 
How, then, can he say here that some men seem to him not to be pregnant? In this case 
we should understand the words ‘in this life’. For the souls are unable to summon up these 
recollected thoughts every time they are embodied, even if it was possible once. So it was 
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not for nothing that he places the word ‘somehow’ before the word ‘pregnant’, but so that 
it is understood that they are pregnant ‘in some way’ according to their current situation. 
But in the general account it is necessary that they are such (i.e. pregnant). 


Appendix 2: Attribution of chapters to Gig.-Deus 


Nikiprowetzky Radice Winston-Dillon 
I 1-5 I 1-5 I 1-5 
II 6-18 I 6-18 II 6-18 
HII =: 19-55, III =19-55 HI = 19-57 
IV 55-57 IV 55-57 
Vs §8*67 Vs 58-67 IV 58-67 
VI 1-19 VIst-19 Vs 1-19 
VII 20-50 VHT =. 20-50 VI = 20-69 
VHT = 51-69 VIII = 51-69 
IX 70-85 IX 70-116 VII = 70-85 
X 86-103 VIE =. 86-121 
XI 104-116 
XIE 117-121 X 117-121 
XIII. 122-139 XI. 122-139 IX = 122-139 
XIV =: 140-183 XII: 140-183 X 140-183 


’ 


Appendix 3: Structural analysis of De gigantibus 


Abbreviations 
MBL main biblical lemma 
SBL _ secondary biblical lemma 
MOT mode of transition 


81 (a) citation MBL Gen. 6:1 
(b) §1 initial observation (here quaestio §1; answer (§2-3) ushers in detailed alle- 
gorical explanation (84-5) 
(note that in §5 both return to MBL and proof of soundness of exegesis) 
86 (a) citation MBL Gen. 6:2 
(b) §6 initial observation (angels, demons, Moses) 
(c) §7-16 background information 
(d) §17 proof of doctrine 
SBL_ Ps. 77:49 [MOT verbal a&yyéhoug = d&yyéAwv xovnpdv} 
(e) §17-18 detailed allegorical explanation 
§19 (a) transition 
(b) §19 citation MBL Gen. 6:3a 
(c) §20-21 initial observation (distinction pévew/xatapéverv) 
(d) §22-27 (i) background information (what is 9e00 nvedp«?) 
SBL Gen. 1:2 [MOT verbal xvedpuc Qc08] 
SBL Ex. 31:2-3 [MOT verbal xvetpatog Getov] 
(ii) illustration/comparison (Moses’ nvedpa) 
SBL Num.11:17 [MOT verbal xvebpatos] 
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(e) §28 return to MBL 
(1) §29 citation (again) of section of MBL 
(g) §29-31 initial observation (why especially o&&?) 
(h) §32-47 illustration 
SBL Lev.18:6 initial observation (repetition of &vOpwroc), followed by 
detailed allegorical explanation (note lemmata cited §33, 35, 39, 40, 
45) [MOT verbal xpd¢ mavta oixetov capxds adtod] 
(i) 847 return MBL 
G) §48-54 further illustration (Moses, cf. (d) (ii) above) 
sequence of SBL [MOT all thematic, though probably verbal associa- 
tion from Num. 14:44 to Lev.16:2] 
SBL Num. 14:44 
Deut. 5:31 
Ex. 18:14 
Lev. 16:2, 34 
Ex. 33:7 
Ex. 20:21 
(k) §55 return MBL, transition to citation MBL Gen. 6:3b (as appendix to 
chapter) 
(1) §56-57 initial observation (quaestio) here related to SBL Deut 34:7 [MOT 
verbal/thematic] 
detailed answer postponed 
§58 (a) citation MBL Gen. 6:4 
(b) 858-59 initial observation (objection, the lawgiver appears to be indulging in 
mythology 
(c) §60-64 answer = background information 
(discusses men of earth, heaven, God) 
SBL Gen. 17:1 [MOT thematic] 
(d) §65 allegorical explanation (ot yi¢ matdes) 
SBL Gen. 2:24 [MOT verbal sépxa, cf. Gen. 6:3a] 
(e) §66-67 illustration (Nimrod) 
SBL Gen. 10:8 [MOT verbal ytyas, cf. MBL] 


NOTES 


* This article is a revised version of a paper presented to the Philo seminar held at the 
SNTS conference, Trondheim, Norway, in August 1985, and also presented to the Philo 
consultation group which met at the AAR/SBL conference at Anaheim, California in 
November 1985. 1 would like to thank participants of both groups for their constructive 
comments. The paper was prepared with the financial support of the Netherlands 
Organization for the Advancement of Pure Research (Z.W.O.). 

' ‘The structure of Philo’s Allegorical treatises: a review of two recent studies and some 
additional comments’, Vig.Chr. 38 (1984) 209-256. 

2 T.e. from Legum allegoriae to De somniis (thus excluding De opificio mundi, which I 
believe precedes both the Allegorical Commentary and the Exposition of the Law). 


PHILO’S ALLEGORICAL TREATISES 135 


> D. Winston and J. Dillon, Two treatises of Philo of Alexandria: a commentary on De 
Gigantibus and Quod Deus sit immutabilis (Chico California 1983) (henceforth cited as 
Two treatises). 

4 Studien zu Philon von Alexandreia (Breslau 1929). 

> H. Thyen, Der Stil der jtidisch-hellenistischen Homilie (Gottingen 1955); I. Chris- 
tiansen, Die Technik der allegorischen Auslegungswissenschaft bei Philo von Alexandrien 
(Tibingen 1969). 

6 Le commentaire de l’Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden 1977) 170-180. This 
work was submitted as a thesis in 1970 and provisionally published in 1974. 

7 ‘Quaestiones et solutiones: some observations on the form of Philo’s exegesis’, 
Stud. Phil. 4 (1976-77) 1-16. 

§ Two treatises 5+58 (see esp. 5-9, 53-54), and my remarks in art.cit. (n.1) 227-231. 

° ‘Some techniques of composition in Philo’s allegorical commentary with special 
reference to De agricultura: a study in the Hellenistic Midrash’ in Jews, Greeks and Chris- 
tians... Essays in Honor of W. D. Davies (edd. R. Hamerton-Kelly & R. Scroggs) (Leiden 
1976) 45-56. ‘. 

‘0 La trame et la chaine: ou les structures littéraires et l’exégése dans cing des traités de 
Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden 1983); Philon d’Alexandrie: de la grammaire a@ la mystique 
Supplément au Cahier Evangile 44 (Paris 1983); ‘Philon d’Alexandrie, exégéte’ ANRW 
II 21.1 (1984) 156-226; L’épée du Logos et le soleil de midi (Lyon 1983) (analysis of De 
cherubim and De Abrahamo). 

‘Summarized in art.cit. (n.1) 212-213. 

12 ‘Exegetical traditions in Alexandrian Judaism: a program for the analysis of the 
Philonic corpus’ Stud.Phil. 3 (1974-75) 71-115; ‘Weisheit und Allegorie bei Philon von 
Alexandrien’ Stud. Phil. 5 (1978) 57-105. 

‘3 ‘Decoding the scripture: Philo and the rules of rhetoric’ in F.E. Greenspahn, E. 
Hilgert, B. L. Mack (edd.), Nourished with peace: Studies in Hellenistic Judaism in 
memory of Samuel Sandmel (Chico California 1984) 81-115; ‘Argumentation in Philo’s 
De sacrificiis’ (forthcoming in a volume on De sacrificiis in Studies in Hellenistic 
Judaism). 

‘4 ‘Argumentation in Philo’s De sacrificiis’ 84. 

'S Cf. art.cit. (n.1) 236-247. 

's Filone di Alessandria: le origini del male, traduzione di C. Mazzarelli, introduzione, 
prefazione, note e apparati di R. Radice (Milan 1984). On Radice’s bibliography see 
Vig.Chr. 39 (1985) 188ff. 

‘7 My reading of Radice leaves me somewhat in doubt as to the scope of the ‘directive 
idea’. It appears at times to embrace an entire treatise or group of treatises, but can also 
be used with reference to the shorter ‘chapters’ dealing with one verse or phrase of the 
main biblical text. 

‘8 Example given at Le origini del male 13-14 (for the sake of clarity I have made some 
alterations to the diagram). 

'§ Mack ‘Decoding the scripture’ 115. 

20 Cf. the principle of the modesty of the Philonic text postulated in art.cit. (n.1) 
237-238. 

71 Cf. the main thesis of Adler op.cit. (n.4), who argued that between Leg. and Sobr. 
a development took place from text-bound exegesis to free composition. 
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22 T.e. Adler on Leg.-Sobr., Nikiprowetzky on Gig.-Deus, Hamerton-Kelly on Agr., 
Cazeaux on Migr.-Mut. and Cher., Mack on Sacr., Runia on Deus, Radice on 
Cher.-Deus. 

3H. Diels and W. Schubart, Anonymer Kommentar zu Platons Theaetet (Papyrus 
9782) (Berlin 1905). 

24 ‘The date of the Anon. In Theaetetum’ CQ 33 (1983) 161-187, and now Scepticism 
or Platonism?: the philosophy of the Fourth Academy (Cambridge 1985) esp. 66-88. 

25 The Middle Platonists (London 1977) 270. 

26 Because this document has never been translated into English, I append a provisional 
version of these passages in Appendix | at the end of the article. 

27 Multiple exegesis, e.g. Cher. 21-30, Mos. 2.98-99, Her. 280-283 etc.; modesty (uinote 
as ‘perhaps’) e.g. Leg. 1.53, Deus 107 (unnot’ obv duewov dy ein éxdéxeoPan todto, St...) etc. 
28 For a more detailed examination of the parallel see my article ‘Mosaic and Platonist 
exegesis: Philo on ‘finding’ and ‘refinding’’, Vig. Chr. 40 (1986) 209-217. 

29 But he does use the second person in order to involve the reader (e.g. 33.1 ebpyaers, 
58.39 dp%c, 66.12 Btav yao oxonyc); cf. Philo at Deus 26, 72 and passim. At 15.37 a protrep- 
tic theme is raised on the basis of Tht. 145d, but is not used to inspire the reader to emula- 
tion, as Philo might do. 

30 For further remarks on the formal resemblances between Platonist commentaries and 
Philo’s exegetical writings see J. Dillon, ‘The formal structure of Philo’s allegorical ex- 
egesis’ in Two treatises 77-87; D. T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato 
(Leiden 1986) SO2ff. 

3! Text and translation by Seminar Classics 609, State University of New York at Buf- 
falo, Arethusa Monographs I (Buffalo 1969). On this interesting little work see further 
F. Buffiére, Les mythes d’Homere et la pensée grecque (Paris 1956, 19737) 419-459, 597- 
616; J. Pépin, ‘Porphyre, exégéte d’Homéere’ in Porphyre, Entretiens Hardt (Geneva 
1966) 229-272; also for readers of Dutch, C. Verhoeven et alii, Porphyrius: De grot van de 
nimfen (Baarn 1984). 

32 Homeric exegesis for the most part took the form of dmopia: xat Adcetc, i.e. formally 
parallel to Philo’s Quaestiones (cf. H. Dorrie, art. Eratapokrisis RAC 6 (1966) 343). Por- 
phyry himself wrote ‘Ouneixé Cytiyata, the contents of which were primarily philological. 
It is not impossible, however, that longer Homeric Gytjyata had made the move to a more 
complex structure, in a manner parallel to the Philonic development from Quaestiones to 
the more complex allegorical treatises (as postulated by Nikiprowetzky and Borgen & 
Skarsten). 


33 Note also that Numenius, as a notorious g:AoBéeBapoc, may have even read Philo’s ex- 
egesis of the Pentateuch; cf. Pépin art cit. 270, Runia op.cit. (n.30) 51 n.86. 

*4 But note the appeal to the Homeric words véxtap épv8pdv because éov8pdv is the colour 
of honey (§16). This is reminiscent of Philo’s associative methods. 

38 Cf. the remarks of P. Borgen, ‘Philo of Alexandria’ in M. E. Stone (ed.), Jewish 
writings of the second temple period, CRINT II 2 (Assen 1984) 233-282, esp. 259-265. 
36 Art.cit. (n.9) 47. 

37. ‘Defining midrash’ in J. Neusner, The study of ancient Judaism (New York 1981) 
1.55-92; quote on p. 62. 

38 Ibid. 70-79. 

38 In both cases the history of compilation and accretion is very complex; cf. H. L. 
Strack, Einleitung in Talmud und Midrasch (Miinchen 1976°) 201, 209-211, and the intro- 
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ductions in the edition of Lauterbach and the translation of Freedman & Simon. On the 
tracing of midrashic material back to the time of Philo and earlier cf. G. Vermes, Scrip- 
ture and tradition in Judaism (Leiden 19737). 

40 Text and translation in J. Z. Lauterbach, Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael (Philadelphia 
1949) 1.1-15. 

‘* Compare 8.13-18 with Ebr.35! 

‘2 Genesis Rabbah, translated by H. Freedman and M. Simon vol. 1 (London 1939) 220- 
222, 230-232. 

‘3 Parallels between Gen. 6:5 and Eccl. 2:21-23: ‘man’, ‘heart’, ‘evil’, ‘all his days’. 
“* Cf. Freedman & Simon ad loc.: ‘Heb. gezarah shawah. In reference to the Sodomites: 
‘Verily, the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is great’ (Gen. XVIII, 20). The analogy teaches 
that the punishment stated in the one case was also inflicted in the other’. The analogy 
is preserved in the LXX: 6:5 éndnBivOnoav, 18:20 nexdnbvvtar. Philo apparently does not 
exploit it, even though he sees the two cosmic disasters as strictly parallel (Mos.2.54-57). 
*S Philo clearly has Gen. 39:4, the same text as one of those used by the Rabbi, in mind 
at Deus 111, but combines it with Gen. 39:21. He confines his comparison to Pentateuchal 
figures (Noah, Moses, Joseph). ; 

‘6 Note how Rabbi Abba b. Kahana (Gen.R. XXIX §1, cf. XXVIII §8) bases an inter- 
pretation on a complete disregard for punctuation, so that Gen. 6:7-8 reads ‘for it 
repenteth that I have made them and Noah’ (impossible in the Greek). Philo’s procedure, 
again mutatis mutandis, at Deus 117 & 122 is similar. 

“7 Cf. art.cit. (n.1) 239ff. and n.150 (which I now qualify). 

“8 6Cf. Eusebius HE 2.18.4. 

49 See above on Nikiprowetzky’s analysis, and note also Radice Appendice B, Le origini 
del male 497. 

‘°° Cazeaux too accepts the unit of the chapter as a working hypothesis; cf. La trame et 
la chaine 33. 

5' See the table set out in Appendix 2. Only 6 of the chapters—Gig. 1-5, 6-18, 58-67, 
Deus 1-19, 122-139, 140-183—are unanimously recognized. 

52. Taking into consideration only the undisputed chapters. Cazeaux in his analysis of 
Quis heres admits a chapter of 100 capita (§130-229); cf. op.cit. 267. 

53 This is an expansion of suggestions made in art.cit. (n.1) 239. The reader will note a 
certain similarity with the ‘patterns of elaboration’ suggested by Mack in his two recent 
papers (e.g. rationale, contrast, analogy, example, witness, epilog). But my procedures are 
based on ‘empirical’ analysis of Philonic treatises rather than the codes of rhetorical 
systems. I also avoid the term ‘elaboration’. 

54 Two treatises 16. 

55 On these in Philo cf. J. Pépin, ‘Remarques sur la théorie de l’exégése allégorique chez 
Philon’ in Philon d’Alexandrie, Lyon 11-15 Septembre 1966 (Paris 1967) 131-167, esp. 
161 ff. 

56 Note that there is a difference between Philo and the Rabbis here, even though their 
method is very similar (cf. my remarks above on the gezerah shawa). Philo regards the 
verbal analogy as the result of the precision and accuracy of the divinely inspired lawgiver. 
The Rabbis, who do not confine the analogies to the books of Moses, must view the 
analogies more ‘abstractly’, as made possible by the God-given nature of scripture. 

°” Two treatises 232. 

88 Le origini del male 41-42, 44 (my translation). 
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59 On the problems associated with the title cf. Nikiprowetzky Two treatises 5-7. Note 
how the Latin of the title of Quod Deus, by altering +6 8etov to Deus, restricts the scope 
of the unchangeability (in the treatise it is also attributed to the cogés, cf. Deus 23, also 
Gig. 48-54). 

60 Cf. Two treatises 7. 

6! Cf. art.cit. (n.1) 237: ‘The interpretation that Philo gives of a scriptural text conveys 
to us what he thinks his reader should know in order to understand that text.’ 

62 See the views of Cazeaux and Mack briefly set out above. 

6 Cf. A. S. Riginos, Platonica: the anecdotes concerning the life and writings of Plato 
(Leiden 1976) 180-183; W. K. C. Guthrie, A history of Greek philosophy vol. V1 (Cam- 
bridge 1981) 1. 

64 The artist Plato is, of course, not averse to using literary means for heightened effect, 
but this is tangential to the question at issue here. 

6s Though there is some philosophical argument in Gig.-Deus, e.g. at Deus 29-32. Gig. 
6-18 and Deus 33-47, which are primarily meant to furnish background information, 
could virtually come straight out of a philosophical textbook. 

66 Some examples given at Runia op.cit. (n.30) 321. 

6” Cf. also his use of cuvugaivew, though it is used less exclusively of the speech. 

68 Note that Philo is aware of the dangers of excessive (i.e. endless) concatenation. In 
Congr. 64 the philosophers, &nvevati cuvetpovtes tods mept dpetis Adyouc, cannot hold their 
audience. In Congr. 178 he checks himself from excessive ouvetouds. 

6° An analogous question has been raised in relation to Plato’s practice of writing self- 
contained dialogues. 
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MOSAIC AND PLATONIST EXEGESIS 
PHILO ON ‘FINDING’ AND ‘REFINDING’ 


In one of his philosophically orientated exegeses of the Mosaic Pen- 
tateuch, Philo of Alexandria introduces a distinction between ‘finding’ 
and ‘refinding’ which has recently caused scholars some concern. In this 
brief article I shall undertake to defend Philo from at least the most 
serious Of the criticisms levelled against him by three scholars. The 
fourth scholar who, as I now think, was led astray was myself. So part 
of what now follows is also a retractatio. 

Philo’s controversial remark is part of the exegesis of Gen. 6: 1-12 
which he presents in the double treatise De gigantibus—Quod Deus im- 
mutabilis sit.' Having quoted the words in Gen. 6:8 on which his 
chapter of exegesis will focus, he immediately launches into the distinc- 
tion mentioned above (Deus 86):’ 


tov edptaxdvtwv ot ev & modtepov Exovtes aréBarov avdOtc edpicxouvat, ot OE & 
ut Té&AaL viv 68 TPGtov NEpteToryjoavto. TOUT! Wév Ov TO Epyov EUpEaty, éxetvo dé 
dvetpeat ot Cytytixol tdadv xvptwy dévoudctwyv xadetv eiwbact. 


Scriptural examples follow, first of the Nazarite who recovers his vow 
(Num.6), then of Jacob (Gen.27:20) and the Israelites (Deut.6:10-11) 
who make sudden, unexpected finds. Thereafter Philo appears to lose 
interest in the distinction and does not return to it at §104 when he final- 
ly addresses the quoted biblical lemma. 

In the recently published comprehensive study devoted to this double 
treatise both the late V. Nikiprowetzky (in his introductory analysis) 
and D. Winston and J. Dillon (in their detailed commentary) focus at- 
tention on Philo’s distinction. The remarks of the French scholar, with 
which I begin, are particularly severe:’ 


Philon attribue cette distinction a «des gens qui se soucient de la propriété des 
mots». Par une trés curieuse ironie, la distinction que Philon répéte en leur nom 
reléve d’une tres détestable grammaire grecque. 
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The noun avevpests, Nikiprowetzky continues, is very rare, occurring on- 
ly here in Philo. But the verb &vevpioxewy is much more common. Appeal- 
ing to the standard works by J. Brunel and P. Chantraine, Nikiprowet- 
zky affirms that the prefix é&va-, which in other verbs often has a 
recapitulative or repetitive force (e.g. d&vaBAactévery ‘shoot up anew’, 
avalwnupetv ‘rekindle’ etc.), never has that force in the case of 
&vevptoxetv. There it only has an intensifying effect which indicates the 
effort involved in the process of discovery. Indeed, when we examine 
Philo’s use of the verb, we find that there is virtually no difference be- 
tween it and the uncompounded cvpisxetv, and that it certainly never 
unambiguously means ‘refind’ or ‘recover’. Thus, the French scholar 
concludes, ‘le sentiment que Philon avait de la langue grecque est en ef- 
fet bien meilleur que la réflection théorique sur la langue a laquelle il af- 
firme ici donner son approbation’.* In other words, Philo’s practice is 
better than his preaching! 

Now, as we shall see, it may not be possible to exculpate Philo entire- 
ly. But not on account of Nikiprowetzky’s critique, which is certainly 
flawed. Philo’s use of the verb dvevptoxew is, in fact, quite irrelevant to 
the matter at issue. The exegete’s concern is with the verb etpicxew which 
he comes across in the biblical lemma. This single word denotes, ap- 
parently, two different activities, that of finding again what one has 
previously lost, and that of finding for the first time what one has never 
yet possessed. For the sake of clarity Philo finds it useful to formulate 
the two activities represented by the one verb in terms of two nouns, 
&vevpecic and evipeatc respectively. It is apparent that the verb dveuptoxer 
has nothing to do with the matter, for the activity represented by 
avevpects is contained in the verb evptoxetv. Not surprisingly, therefore, 
the verb dveupicxetv does not occur in the pericope (or, for that matter, in 
the entire double treatise). 

More light is shed on Philo’s procedure when we turn to part of his 
description of the first scriptural example. It can happen that the maker 
of the great vow, in spite of the careful nurture of the growths of ex- 
cellence in his soul, suddenly becomes defiled and loses all that he has so 
far achieved. But fortunately the situation is not hopeless (Deus 90): 


GOAN” Byers &moBarav abOic xai xabapbeic dvarauBever xat dvarvjoxetar cov 
téws emehéAnoto, xai &mep améBarev evptoxer, we tao mMpOTEpUS Tg tpONT\< 
Huéoas dAdyous éetaCecbat (cf. Num.6:12) ... 
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Winston and Dillon in their commentary make the following comment 
on this passage: 


nat &mep &néBadrev cuptoxer. From the context, one would expect this to be an exam- 
ple of dvevpects rather than of etpeots. Philo must be thinking of the necessity of start- 
ing again from the beginning; and yet the verb dvaytpvyoxetat just above makes this 
solution difficult to accept. 
The commentators seem to imply that, because Philo uses the verb 
evoioxer (and not dvevptoxet) here, he is giving an example of edpeats rather 
than of the expected dvedpectc. But in § 87 the exegete has clearly told us 
that the Nazarite is a tod npotépov napadetyua evapyéotatov, i.e. Of 
dvevpeats or ‘finding what one has lost’. In fact the words &rep anéBadev 
e¥pioxer in § 90 virtually repeat the description of ‘refinding’ given in 
§ 86 (cited above). It is evident that Philo is fully consistent in using the 
word cvpicxet in one of its two senses here, i.e. to represent the activity 
described by the noun avevpeotc. The Nazarite is an example of ‘finding’ 
in the sense of ‘refinding’, just as Jacob in § 92 is an example of ‘find- 
ing’ (cf. 6 tayd edpes in Gen.27:20) in the sense of ‘finding for the first 
time’. To the presence of the verb éd&vaytpvyjoxetat in § 90, noted by 
Winston and Dillon, I shall return directly. But first I must point out the 
mistake 1 made myself. 

In an article containing some comments on the structure of Philo’s 
allegorical treatises,° I pointed out that it is useful to observe the manner 
in which Philo moves from one biblical text to the next. These transi- 
tions are, it appears, surprisingly often based on verbal parallels. I took 
two examples from Quod Deus immutabilis sit, the second of which is 
relevant to our present discussion. It is likely, I affirmed, that the exam- 
ple of d&vevpects in § 87-90 is based on a verbal cue in the biblical text (cf. 
the next example in § 92, based on Gen.27:20):’ 


The verb evpisxw occurs in Num.6 only at v.21, where we read: obdtog 6 véyoc tod 
eveapévon, Oo &v evEntar xvpiw Sdpov adtod xupiw mepi tio edxis, ywplc dv &v eben xeto 
avtod xate Stvapty tH edxzic abtod... Could it be that Philo read dvetpn, and that this 
reading prompted him to invoke the Nazarite as example of dvetpeac? 
That the word edpy impelled Philo to give this example here cannot be 
considered certain. But it is certainly wrong to suggest that he may have 
read aveton, for reasons that by now should be quite clear. 

(One might also point out in passing that, quite apart from the prob- 
lem of Philo’s usage, the prepositional prefix in the verb &veupicxev has 
posed problems for modern scholars in a different context. In Plato’s 
Phaedo it occurs in a well-known passage (76d7-e4): 
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el wév Lot & OovAoduev cel, xardv té tt xal dyabdv xal m&oa A toradty ovata, 
xal ent tavtyy ta éx tov aicbycewv mavta dvapépouev, Um&pxoucav moedtEPOV 
dvevptoxovtes Huetépav odcav, xai tadta éxeivy dmetxaCouev, dvayxatov, often 
GoTep Xai TADTA Zotiv, OUTWS xal THY NUEtépav duyxry civat xat mplv Yeyovévat 
Tae. 
The context is concerned with the theory of recollection (76c4 
avautvnoxovtat cea & mote Euxfov). Given the close proximity of the verb 
avautuvyoxery and the fact that Plato clearly describes the process of 
recovering previously held but now forgotten knowledge, it is not sur- 
prising that some reputable translators have rendered the word 
a&vevptoxovtes as ‘recover’ or ‘re-discover’, i.e. they have been induced by 
the context into giving the prepositional prefix a force which, as we have 
seen, it normally does not have (and doubtless should not be given).° 
Are there any other ancient philosophical or exegetical texts which 
might cast some light on Philo’s double explanation of evpicxw and his 
distinction between evtpeat¢ and dvetpectc? Winston and Dillon in their 
commentary affirm:° 


He [Philo} begins with a scholastic distinction, possibly borrowed from some 
Hellenistic source, which may have been stimulated by Plato’s frequent use of 
avevptoxw in contexts associated with reminiscence (e.g. Phaedr. 252E, Meno 74A, 
Soph. 253E), between ctpecis, ‘discovery’ and avedpeaic, ‘rediscovery’. 


In a footnote to the words ‘some Hellenistic source’ they add: 


Cf. such Stoic neologisms as dgoppuy (as opp. of dou), &xonponypévov, or edraBere (as 
opp. to 2&8oc). The distinction between eipecic and avetpeats seems not to be made 
elsewhere in so many words. 


To my knowledge their last statement is correct. I too have not found 
any other example of the distinction formulated in this way. Moreover, 
their suggestion that the source of the distinction may be connected to 
discussions on the Platonic doctrine of reminiscence is an inspired 
guess. Admittedly, we have seen that the use of the verb dveupioxetv is 
strictly speaking irrelevant (and the most striking instance at Phd. 76e1 
is not mentioned). But there is a Platonist exegetical text, overlooked by 
our two commentators, which offers a striking parallel for Philo’s 
discussion. 

In the Anonymous Theaetetus Commentary, found partially preserv- 
ed on the remains of a second century A.D. papyrus roll, we encounter 
the following brief exegetical pericope:'° 
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col.56.11 dA adtot map’ adtav, Tht. 150d7-8 

TOAAG xat xaAd EdOdV- 
TEC TE XKL TEXOVTES. 
Kal Meds ETL dvatrv7- 
oxovtar ai buxat, et ye 
7 wavOdvovaw 7 ev- 
pioxovaw; A€yovtat 
uev evptoxetv xal ot a- 
mohgoavtéc te xat U- 
otepov AaBdvtes av- 

, wv , 3 - 
t6. HOn pévtot ovx &- 
el YpATAL tat THs &- 
VALVIGEWS OVOUA- 

> s < 
tt, HAAG Stav meoNyov- 
evens EPL TOUTOL 
- 3 tA 
oxony. éoyAweoev 
dé év tet Méveovt 
cinav. »dtagepétw cf. Meno 87b7 ff. 
dé undév, cite dida- ’ 
XTOV ElTE AVAUVT- 
4 bf x , 

otov adto A€youev. « 


Plato‘s text raises an exegetical &nopia. How can the language of ‘find- 
ing’ and ‘giving birth’ be reconciled with the doctrine of recollection? In 
reply the commentator declares that the verb evpicxew can also be used of 
those who lose and later recover something, and that Plato only uses the 
technical term &véuvnotg when the doctrine is the primary focal point of 
the discussion. Clearly the meaning given the verb edpioxew is identical 
with one of the meanings put forward by Philo. The editors of the 
Anonymous Commentary, Diels and Schubart, dated the work to the 
mid-second century, i.e. the heyday of Middle Platonism (and not much 
earlier than the roll itself).'' Recently H. Tarrant has made a not unper- 
suasive attempt to show that it may be contemporary with Philo or even 
earlier.'? 

We cannot be certain whether this particular examination of edptoxewv 
was confined to exegesis of the Theaetetus text or was more widely 
disseminated. In the Neoplatonist commentaries (which, of course, con- 
tain much material derived from earlier exegesis) there is quite a bit of 
discussion of efpectg, particularly in relation to u&Oyorc (knowledge via a 
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teacher) and avéuvnats (recollected knowledge). Highly instructive for 
our purposes are some notes purportedly derived from Plutarch of 
Chaeronea and now located among the remains of Damascius’ com- 
mentary on the Phaedo.'* One of the notes (fr.215Se) states: 


Str xat tO Cytetv xal 16 evptoxetv Sndot thy dvauvnaw: ote yao Cytycetev &v TIC 
od éottv &vewdntos Ot” &v ebpot Sid ye Cythcews: Aéyetar yap edptoxerv xal 6 


XATH TEPITTWaLV. 


A distinction is made here between recollected finding and finding by 
chance, reminiscent of both Philo and the Anon. Theaet.Comm., but 
not wholly the same (note also fr.216e otov &dmohopévng, cf. in Tht.56.19). 
These Platonist exegetical themes are also of interest in relation to 
Philo’s discussion rept edpécews xat Cnticews, prompted by another exam- 
ple of the word evpe in the biblical lemma (Gen.16:7) and developed at 
great length in Fug.119-176. The final text used (§ 175-176) to illustrate 
d&vev Cyticews epectc, Deut.6:10-11, is exactly the same as that found in 
Deus 94-95 as an example of (unexpected) finding. 

Philo, we may conclude, confronted by the biblical text which he was 
about to explain in Deus 86 ff., must have recalled to mind discussions 
on evpectg and d&vauvynstg which he had come across in his study of 
Platonist writings. The (admittedly remote) possibility that it was the 
very passage in the Anon. Theaet.Comm. cited above which inspired 
him, cannot be wholly excluded. Confirmation of the conclusion we 
have reached is found in the passage at Deus 90, already discussed 
above, in which the purification of the defiled Levite—an example, we 
recall, of refinding—is directly associated with recollection of what he 
for a while had forgotten (dvarapBdver xat dvayrvyoxetar dv téws 
émed€Anoto). In the rest of the passage, however, Philo does not exploit 
the theme of recollected knowledge. evpeats is related to pots, the innate 
ability of the gifted student. This is a less specifically Platonic and 
Platonist theme.'* 

We are left with Philo’s use of the noun dvevpeots, which has remained 
quite unparalleled. Is not the conclusion unavoidable that Philo, in 
associating this word with the specific activity of refinding, makes 
himself vulnerable to the charge of writing dubious Greek? I shall now 
embark on a last line of defence. More we cannot do for him. 

It is apparent that the two distinct activities represented by the verb 
evpioxety are equivocal. We can compare another passage, Plant. 
150-156, in which Philo explains in some detail the distinction, familiar 
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from its important role in Aristotelian philosophy, between duveovone 
and ovvavune (cf. also Gig.56, QE fr.8 Petit). The nouns oivoc and pé6v, 
as well as the corresponding verbs oivota8a and peOvev, are pronounced 
homonymous (§ 154). This passage is part of a longer discussion, cast in 
the form of a §éo01¢ and clearly adapted from an unknown philosophical 
source,'* on whether the wise man is permitted to get drunk (§ 142-177). 
At the beginning of the discusion another verbal distinction is made 


(§ 142): 


Zott toivey tO uelfiew dittév, Ev pév toov tt te oivodobat, Etepov S& toov tH 
Anpetv év otve. 


The verb peOverv, just like edetcxewv in Deus 86, reveals an equivocity. The 
only difference is that in this case Philo does not complicate matters by 
introducing nominal equivalents. ‘ 

Now the important thing to realize is that, when Philo speaks of 
homonymy or synonymy, he follows Aristotle and general ancient prac- 
tice, which is in fact quite opposite to what we are accustomed. It is not 
the words but the things or acts or events which are homonymous. '® 
Hence his talk of touti pév tO epyov...éxeivo 6é... in Deus 86, tav 
TPAYLAaTwY tH wév...th é...1n Plant.150 (cf. also Gig.56). The states of 
objective reality are primary, the vicissitudes of linguistic usage are 
secondary. Thus, strictly speaking, it is not the verb edetcxew that is 
equivocal, but rather two activities both described by that same verb. 
From this perspective it is clear that, if Philo decides to circumscribe 
those two activities with two nouns, there is an element of artificiality in 
the procedure. It is as if he says, the one we may call evptoxew-activity A, 
the other cveioxewv-activity B. I suggest that the words etpeorg and 
&vedpects do not represent the analysis of established linguistic usage, but 
a short-hand way of distinguishing the equivocity. Philo would have ex- 
pected the reader to recognize the recapitulative force of the preposi- 
tional prefix in dvetpects on the analogy of words such as dvayuvnate, 
d&vaAndes etc. The last-named noun is a good example, for it appears that 
the Greek reader could tell from the context whether it meant acquisi- 
tion of knowledge or recovery of knowledge.'’ The same awareness is 
assumed by Philo when he uses the much rarer noun avevpeotc. Perhaps 
he himself was not unaware that he was employing a neologism or 
quasi-neologism. 

But who, then, is represented by ot Cntytix0t tHv xvptwv dvourdtwv, tO 
whom the distinction is accredited? It is more than likely, to my mind, 
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that Nikiprowetzky is doubly correct when he suggests that the phrase 
does not refer to specialists in linguisitic usage but has the more general 
meaning of ‘those who are interested in or careful about the right use of 
words’, and that the periphrasis may simply refer to Philo himself.'* On 
the other hand, the commentator on the Theaetetus is also concerned 
with the proper usage of ovéuata, in his case evptoxerw and 
dvautvyaxecbat. So maybe the Cntynttxoi are Platonist exegetes. There is, 
in fact, no way of telling who was ultimately responsible for that 
troublesome coinage dvetpects. But | think we can now learn to live with 
it. 


NOTES 


' That the two treatises in our modern editions were originally a single work is shown not 
only by the total lack of a break between them, but also by Eusebius’ description of the 
copy in the library in Caesarea, Tlepi yryavrwv ¥ mept tod uh tpénecbar 70 Detov (HE 2.18.4). 
? | quote the editio maior of Cohn-Wendland, 2.75.17-20. 
* DPD. Winston and J. Dillon (edd.), Two treatises of Philo of Alexandria (Chico, Califor- 
nia 1983) 71. 
+ Ibid. 72. 
* Ibid. 326. 
* ‘The structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises’ VChr 38 (1984) 209-256 (part of the arti- 
cle gave a critique of the book cited in n.3). 

Ibid. 240. 
* R. Hackforth, Plato’s Phaedo (Cambridge 1955) 73, ‘thereby recovering what was ours 
aforetime’; H. Tredennick, Plato, The last days of Socrates (London 19597) 127, ‘as we 
re-discover our own former knowledge of them’. Cf. the paraphrase of P. Shorey, What 
Plato said (Chicago 1933) 173, ‘we have to recover this knowledge’. 
9 Op. cit. (n.3) 320. 
‘Text in H. Diels and W. Schubart, Anonymer Kommentar zu Platons Theaetet 
(Papyrus 9782) Berliner Klassikertext II] (Berlin 1905) 37. 
''\ Ibid. xxivff.; not disputed by K. Praechter’s review in Gott.Gel.Anz. 171 (1909) 
531-547 (reprinted in C. Zintzen, Der Mittelplatonismus (Darmstadt 1981) 301-316), and 
J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London 1977) 270. 
'? “The date of anon. /n Theaetetum’, CQ 33 (1983) 161-187; Scepticism or Platonism?: 
the philosophy of the fourth academy (Cambridge 1985) 66-88. For a critique of Tarrant’s 
thesis in relation to Philo see my article, ‘Redrawing the map of early Middle Platonism: 
some comments on the Philonic evidence’, forthcoming in Judaica et Hellenica (studies in 
honour of the late V. Nikiprowetzky) (Paris 1986). 
‘3 My references are to the most accessible edition, Plutarch’s Moralia Fragments, edited 
and translated by F. H. Sandbach, LCL vol.15 (London 1969) 388-401. On the 
Neoplatonic commentary among which the fragments are ensconced, see L. G. Westerink, 
The Greek commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo volume II Damascius (Amsterdam 1977) 
(fragments at 166-171, 300-303). 
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'* Although it certainly is not un-platonic: cf. E. Bréhier, Les idées philosophiques et 
religieuses de Philon d’Alexandrie (Paris 19503) 272 ff.; W. Volker, Fortschritt und 
Vollendung bei Philon von Alexandrien (Leipzig 1938) 154 ff.; Dillon op.cit. (n.11) 1582. 
'5 See my remarks at VChr 35(1981)112-114. The speculation that Aristotle’s lost Sym- 
posium is the direct or indirect source is unwarranted. It is rightly deleted in the recent 
selection of Aristotle’s fragments in J. Barnes (ed.), The complete works of Aristotle 
(Princeton 1984) 2384-2462. 

'§ Cf. J. Owens, The doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics (Toronto 1978°) 
112. 

'" Cf. Proclus in Alc. 176.20-24 Westerink: ob yap HAAN tte 65d¢ ele xtHaw Smodeimetat 
ppovisews, aA’ H ualeiv Set 16 dyvoobmevov ¥ ebpetv, 7 mpds Eavtods Huds ematpégovtag xal Sr’ 
Eavtav to d&AnOéc dvevpicxovtag 4 map’ dAAwv avaxivoupévous xal Bonfoupévoug ei¢ tHY tis 
énrothune avaAdndw. The contect shows that évéhndig means ‘recovery’ rather than ‘acquisi- 
tion’. Note here too how tempting it is to render the word aveupiaxovtas as ‘recover’. But 
W. O’Neill in his translation (The Hague 1965) rightly resists and renders ‘discovering the 
truth on our own account’. 

‘8 Op. cit. (n.3) 72. 
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REVIEW 


La philosophie de Moise. Essai de reconstitution d’un commen- 
taire philosophique préphilonien du Pentateuque. By 
RICHARD GOULET. Pp. 621. (Histoire des Doctrines de 
l Antiquité Classique, 11.) Paris: Librairie Philosophique. 
J. Vrin, 1987. Paper 246F. 


THE author, a historian of ancient philosophy in the late 
Hellenistic and Imperial period, has written a long, rich, and 
highly stimulating book. Indeed, if the claims of Goulet’s study 
are taken seriously, it is bound to give rise to a storm of 
controversy among scholars interested in the writings and thought 
of Philo of Alexandria. In order to place the work securely in its 
scholarly context, it will be useful to mention three items of 
background information. 

First, scholars have long differed in their evaluation of Philo asa 
writer and a thinker. Until about 40 years ago the verdicts were on 
the whole negative: Philo was regarded as a well-meaning, but 
intolerably long-winded scatterbrain, whose chief value lay in the 
evidence he preserves. More recently judgements have tended to 
be much kinder, as scholars tried to develop some feeling for what 
Philo was trying to do. Goulet, as we shall see, returns to the 
earlier attitude with a vengeance. 

Secondly, there has been a tendency in recent times, particularly 
in France, to portray Philo as primarily a religious thinker rather 
than a philosopher. To illustrate, we can best cite the concluding 
words of Marguerite Harl’s influential Introduction to her transla- 
tion and commentary on Quis heres rerum divinarum sit: ‘Philo’s 
spiritual life is an interiorization of Jewish religion ... He is the 
first representative of a new type of religious man.’ This view of 
Philo as essentially a homo religiosus is central to Goulet’s thesis. 

Thirdly and most importantly, it is necessary to refer to the 
long-standing debates on the extent to which the contents of 
Philo’s exegetical treatises represent his own achievement. It was 
Wilhelm Bousset in his Fiidisch-christlicher Schulbetrieb in Alexan- 
dria und Rom (Gottingen, 1915) who first argued at length that 
most of Philo’s material was traditional, but the impact of his 
views on the development of Philonic scholarship remained lim- 
ited. More recently Burton Mack and other American scholars 
returned to the question of the exegetical traditions of the Alexan- 
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drian synagogue. An ambitious project was set up in order to 
investigate the subject but it has not reached completion (and it is 
not likely that it ever will). Goulet argues, persuasively in my 
view, that the full thrust of Bousset’s position was not taken 
sufficiently seriously. It will emerge, however, that he himself 
does not pay sufficient attention to the more recent work on the 
subject. 

The central hypothesis of Goulet’s book, taken from Bousset 
but now worked out to the full extent of its implications, can be 
formulated as follows. At the core of Philo’s exegetical writings is a 
fundamental incoherence, consisting in the continual juxtaposition 
of two incompatible views of reality, the one secular, humanist, 
and philosophical, the other religious, theocentric, and essentially 
non- or even anti-philosophical. This incoherence results from the 
fact that Philo has reworked a written commentary on the Penta- 
teuch, the philosophical allegory of which differed profoundly 
from his own religious viewpoint. Philo’s writings do not repre- 
sent an eclectic synthesis of a large diversity of earlier exegetical 
traditions, but rather, if closely analyzed, reveal a critical confront- 
ation with a project which in terms of sheer intellectual audacity 
and power far outstripped his own efforts. 

It is worth emphasizing at the outset that this theory is a 
hypothesis in the true sense of the word. There is no evidence that 
can be used to support it outside the writings of Philo himself. It is 
founded, it would appear, on the following five premisses. 

1. Throughout the entire work Goulet consistently maintains a 
clear-cut distinction between philosophical and religious thought. 
The former displays a strong intellectualistic bias, emphasizing 
the power of the mind, whether human or divine. Only a wholly 
natural theology is admitted in such thought, i.e. God as Logos, 
first cause or administrator (but not creator) of the cosmos. Man is 
related to God in a microcosm—macrocosm relation; his highest 
calling is to follow the dictates of the mind in a life of virtue. 
Religious thought, on the other hand, sees the relation between 
God and man as that between creator and creature. It tends 
towards an anti-intellectualistic position because it is concerned 
that the human mind might attribute too much power to itself and 
in its presumption deny its dependence on God’s grace. From 
another perspective the distinction between the two kinds of 
thought can also be expressed in terms of Greek universalism and 
Jewish particularism. 

2. Goulet takes a very stringent view of what constitutes 
allegory. Allegory in the true sense involves a symbol, an explana- 
tion anda tertium quidas referent. Abraham as NATT|Q EKAEKTOG T}YODSG 
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(symbol, indicated by the etymology) thus represents the mind of 
the sage (explanation) because it is in control of reasoned speech 
(referent). Much of Philo’s exegesis is essentially literalist; symbol 
and explanation are not formally kept apart in the proper manner, 
e.g. when Abraham represents the sage searching for God, or 
when the Mosaic creation account is taken to refer to an actual 
event. Moreover, there should be a one-to-one correspondence 
between symbol and explanation if the allegory is to be satisfac- 
tory, a requirement that Philo frequently ignores. 

3. The allegorical commentary on the Pentateuch that Philo 
pillages is a rigorously structured running commentary, proceed- 
ing verse by verse, with no digressions and little or no references to 
other biblical texts, and achieving a coherent and thoroughly 
consistent philosophical symbolism. 

4. If departures from coherence or consistency are found in 
Philo’s allegorical explanations, the responsibility is to be laid at 
Philo’s door. Although Philo makes frequent references to other 
exegetes, which might appear to indicate a diversity of anterior 
traditions, a large number of these are not to be taken at face value. 

5. The authors responsible for the pre-Philonic allegorical 
commentary are the dvoikoi &vdeEs whom Philo mentions in Abr. 
99, and are in all likelihood to be identified with the so-called 
‘extreme allegorists’ whom Philo attacks in Migr. 89-93 because 
they refuse to adhere to a literal observance of the Law. 

If these five premisses are granted, then the remainder of 
Goulet’s argument follows smoothly. It is thus the Allegorists who 
are responsible for the basic structure of Philo’s philosophical 
allegories. It is they who devised the etymologies of biblical names 
on which much of the allegory is based (Goulet, though no 
Hebraist, has done much valuable research on these names and 
sharply criticizes Stein’s monograph on the subject). Philo, who 
knew no Hebrew, had no choice but to take over these etymologies 
if his own allegorical commentaries were to succeed, but they do 
not really coincide with his own views. The allegorical system 
devised by the Allegorists is wholly moral or ethical in emphasis. 
It recounts how the mind must overcome the distractions of the 
senses and the onslaught of the passions in order to live the life of 
excellence (&Q€tN) in harmony with the rational structure of the 
cosmos. Although there is an evident anti-sensualist bias (with the 
Epicurean doctrine of pleasure as the telos as a special polemical 
focus), this should be read in an instrumentalist fashion and not in 
terms of the kind of dualism that Philo is fond of. The mind must 
use the senses as instruments (note that God gave Adam (the 
unformed mind) Eve (sense-perception) as a helpmate, exegesis of 
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Gen. 2: 18). A similar viewpoint is taken with regard to the 
doctrine of the three kinds of goods; the bona corporalia and the 
bona externa contribute instrumentally to the acquisition of perfect 
excellence. As Philo patently prefers the more ascetic position 
which declines to regard them as goods in the true sense, Goulet 
sees this doctrine as one of the best criteria for separating the two 
kinds of thinking. 

Who were these Allegorists? They are to be located, Goulet 
argues, in enlightened circles of the Alexandrian Jewish commu- 
nity. These people were keen to propagate their Judaism, but did 
so in terms of the prevailing intellectual fashions of their day. The 
Pentateuch is presented as a veiled form of moral philosophy, 
which if read properly, demonstrates the priority and superiority 
of Mosaic thought over whatever the Greeks could offer. The 
Allegorical commentary produced by these people is thus an 
apologetic work, but one that abandons any adherence to the 
claims of Jewish particularism. The prescriptions of the Mosaic 
Law have a universal symbolic meaning, recognition of which 
renders literal observance unnecessary and counter-productive. 
Sacrifice should not be merely spiritualized, as Philo who empha- 
sizes the inward disposition of the sacrificer is wont to do, but 
regarded as a pure literary symbol of &geth or some other philo- 
sophical concept. The Allegorists are naturally not committed to 
any particular philosophical system or school. They choose ideas 
and concepts for their allegories that suit their purpose, and these 
are mainly Stoic, Peripatetic, and Platonic, readily available in the 
philosophical kone of the first century Bc. The chief philosophical 
position that they oppose is the sensualism of the Epicurean 
school. Goulet suggests that this group of exegetes flourished two 
or three generations before Philo, but that he may have had direct 
contact with them, no doubt early in his career. Speculatively it is 
proposed that the Allegorists may be identified with the mysteri- 
ous Therapeutae, for in De vita contemplativa 29 Philo tells us that 
these people possessed documents containing allegorical interpre- 
tations of Scripture, and the description of the allegorical method 
they practise in §§28 and 77-8 agrees perfectly, according to 
Goulet, with the method of the lost commentary whose existence 
he has hypothesized. 

What more can be said about this lost document? It is likely that 
it was confined to the Pentateuch (Philo records a few figures from 
the historical books whose names are etymologized (e.g. Hannah 
and Samuel), but Goulet thinks it unlikely that these books were 
systematically covered). Its appearance must have differed mark- 
edly from what we can still read today in Philo’s Allegorical 
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Commentary. It was a running commentary, soberly and system- 
atically dealing with every biblical pericope, probably including 
the lists of names which Philo tends to skip. It contained no 
digressions, and probably few cross-references to other scriptural 
texts. Every now and then Philo inadvertently preserves an extract 
which is taken virtually verbatim from the original doctrine, e.g. at 
Legum Allegoriae 2. 45 (cf. p. 134). The chief characteristics of the 
Commentary were fidelity to the biblical text and a far-reaching 
coherence of symbolism and conceptuality. Both are in marked 
contrast to Philo’s practice, for he in Goulet’s view has a cavalier 
attitude to the biblical text and is chronically incoherent or 
inconsistent. The overall architectonic structure of the work can 
be partly reconstructed from a valuable passage that Philo pres- 
erves at De posteritate Caini 173-4. The account of creation 
records the intelligible genera corresponding to the contents of the 
visible cosmos (Goulet hunts out some hints that there was an 
allegorical interpretation of Gen. 1 which Philo suppresses); the 
placement of man and woman in paradise symbolize man’s 
physical and psychological disposition; the generations of man, 
from Adam through to Moses record the progress of the soul 
towards the perfection of moral excellence. By the time that the 
Commentary has reached its conclusion, no doubt almost all the 
themes of the ethical part of philosophy will have been covered. 
The role played by Philo in all this should by now be fairly clear. 
Goulet suggests that he may have been attracted to the project of 
the Allegorists during his youth, at the time that he wrote the 
philosophical treatises. At some time, perhaps as the result of the 
traumatic experiences of AD 35—40 he underwent a conversion to a 
more authentic Jewish religiosity. He then realized that the project 
of the Allegorists failed to acknowledge the God of Israel, and in 
its glorification of the intellect reeked of impiety. When, however, 
he decided to embark on the composition of his own Allegorical 
Commentary, he perceived that he had no choice but to build on 
the foundation already laid by his predecessors. At first, in the 
Legum Allegoriae, he adheres fairly closely to the prior schema, but 
later he deviates more and more. A particularly significant sign of 
Philo’s interference is his refusal to allegorize the figure of God as 
it occurs in the Pentateuchal narrative (the same might be said of 
the relative infrequency of Philo’s allegorization of Moses the 
God-beloved prophet, although Goulet does not actually make 
this point). Just as Philo is not prepared to abandon a literal 
reading of the Law, so he constantly tends to slip into an 
essentially literalist interpretation of the Pentateuchal narrative. It 
is likely that the Exposition of the Law, which uses allegorical 
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explanation but sparingly, is more representative of his mature 
thought (while the jumbled mass of the Quaestiones, though useful 
for searching out remnants of the lost Commentary, is the 
negation of all the principles that the Allegorists stood for, cf. 
p. 564). The chief point that Goulet makes time and time again is 
that Philo does not maintain a positive or neutral attitude towards 
his source, but rather is actively hostile towards it, thwarting its 
purpose and ravaging its integrity with increasing frequency 
throughout his commentaries. 

We must note, finally, that the French scholar is careful to 
dissociate himself from Bousset’s ‘documentary hypothesis’. Philo 
did not mechanically reassemble documents produced by earlier 
members of ‘an Alexandrian school. What he does is take a single 
document and so thoroughly rework it that it requires the tenacity 
and brilliance of a Sherlock Holmes to uncover the traces of the 
original schemata. Philo obscures the trail by reinterpreting 
symbols or giving them a multiple signification, by introducing 
long digressions, by constantly conflating quite different kinds of 
thought. Often Goulet has to throw up his hands in despair. But 
he remains firm in his conviction that by constantly applying the 
twin criteria of fidelity to the biblical text and coherence of 
philosophical interpretation he can recover the main outlines of 
the prior document. Accordingly the main bulk of his very long 
study consists of a construction of the pre-Philonic Allegorical 
Commentary achieved by a minute analysis of all the relevant 
exegeses that Philo records of the entire Pentateuch. Naturally, the 
most copious material is available for the early chapters of 
Genesis. Goulet’s analyses here are very detailed. After Gen. 17 
Philo’s own running allegorical commentary peters out, and so our 
author has to rely on material found in ‘digressions’ or supplied by 
the other two major exegetical works. These later chapters become 
rather tedious because of the paucity of information that they are 
able to supply. Throughout the entire analysis large slabs of 
Philonic text are cited in French translation, taking up as much as 
one-third of the entire book. 

To summarize. Goulet claims that his analysis has uncovered a 
lost document to which Philo is greatly indebted and whose 
intellectual achievement far outstrips his own. Moreover—and 
here is the sting in the tail—this discovery disqualifies a particular 
way of reading Philo, i.e. as an author whose writings form a 
coherent whole that is his own intellectual property. This happens 
to be the way that Philo is nearly always read. The purport is thus 
revolutionary: from now on scholars must read Philo ‘archaeologi- 
cally’, and they will conclude that, far from being entranced by the 
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rationalism of Greek philosophy, he reacts strongly against it and 
substitutes a Jewish conception of the relation between God and 
man. More modestly Goulet indicates that the sole aim of his 
lengthy study has been to supply research on Philo with a new 
point of departure. His hypothesis has to be tested, his analyses 
carefully scrutinized. Is this new point of departure mandatory, 
we need to ask, and how fruitful is it likely to be? 

Let me emphasize first of all that this book deserves to be taken 
very seriously indeed by all scholars working on Philo’s thought 
and writings. It illustrates once again how fruitful it is to approach 
Philo from the perspective of his biblical exegesis (the thesis so 
forcefully defended by Valentin Nikiprowetzky). Indeed, to my 
knowledge, this is the first time that a study has attempted a 
sequential analysis of Philo’s exegesis of the entire Pentateuch, 
even if this is carried out very much from a particular perspective. 
The book is crammed with penetrating analyses of individual 
Philonic passages, which need to be taken up and tested in future 
studies on Philo. Only two particularly interesting observations 
can be noted here. (a) As briefly mentioned earlier, Goulet 
persuasively suggests that there must have been an allegorical 
interpretation of the first chapter of Genesis in existence, pre- 
sented in purely anthropological terms (cf. pp. 136-9; but I do not 
think that the word nmé&Aa in Legum allegoriae 1. 1 necessarily 
demonstrates that Philo himself had written such an account). (6) 


-Attention is drawn to a small number of texts where it appears 


beyond doubt that the figure of God in the sacred narrative is 
allegorized in terms of the 6Q00c Adyo<, i.e. the universal rational 
principle in relation to which man’s moral behaviour should be 
directed (cf. pp. 154, 259, 386). The cumulative result of all these 
analyses is that there can be no doubt that Philo did make 
extensive use of exegetical traditions which had been formulated 
before he began to compose his works. To this extent Bousset’s 
original intuition has been validated. But this does not mean that 
Goulet’s hypothesis must be accepted in its entirety. Let me now 
set out a number of what I consider to be weaknesses in his 
method of approach. 

First, one cannot but be struck by the author’s virulently 
negative attitude to Philo. []luminating in this regard are a number 
of striking images—the book has been written with much atten- 
tion to style and structure—that he uses to illustrate the relation 
between Philo and postulated original document: Michelangelo’s 
Last Judgement fresco censored by Daniel da Volterra (p. 7); a 
Roman road whose traces can still be seen in aerial photographs 
despite later medieval and modern accumulations (p. 87); the ruins 
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of an ancient pagan temple on which a Byzantine church has been 
built (p. 156); a Classical or Hellenistic agora the remains of which 
can only be excavated if some old houses are pulled down (p. 295). 
From the psychological point of view this attitude is easily 
explicable as the result of years of poring over the writings of a 
thinker whom one does not admire intellectually. But what is its 
effect on the study itself? It seems to me that Goulet entirely fails 
to encounter Philo on his own terms. For example he complains 
over and over again that Philo introduces digressions into his 
commentary on Scripture which confuse the train of thought and 
detract from the postulated original document’s rigorous coher- 
ence. No attention is paid to the motives, and especially the 
biblical hermeneutic, that might have induced Philo to present his 
commentaries in this way (much research has been carried out on 
this subject in recent years). To be sure, Philo is not regarded as a 
pure compiler and the mistake that Bousset made is not repeated. 
The thorough-going transformation that he achieves in his ¢om- 
mentaries is taken very seriously. But, as one of the above images 
indicates, he is seen as no more than an unfortunate obstacle, to be 
bulldozed out of the road wherever possible. 

One can go a step further. Goulet in fact accuses Philo of 
subterfuges that fall little short of an accusation of bad faith and 
play an important role in his argument. I do not mean here ‘his 
supposition that Philo takes over the basic methodology and 
extensive chunks of an existent document but at the same time 
carries out a form of intellectual guerrilla warfare against it 
without ever explicitly informing his reader about his debts and 
his polemical intent. What I refer to is the way Goulet deals with 
Philo’s frequent references to other exegetes, including polemical 
remarks addressed at ‘literalists’ who do not accept the allegorical 
method. Because Goulet’s hypothesis is conceived in terms of a 
basic polarity between the Allegorists and Philo, he tends to 
minimize the role of other exegetic groups or persons, and thus 
postulates that a significant number of Philo’s references to others 
are fictional. It is argued, for example, that the ‘literalists’ are 
invented when he takes objections put forward by the Allegorists 
against the literal reading of Scripture and places what is objected 
to in the mouth of fictional persons. The real literalist, half the 
time, is Philo himself. On pp. 30-2 Goulet discusses various 
exegeses of Gen. 28: 11. Two of these are given by Philo in De 
Somniis 1. 116-19. The second of these, attributed by Philo to 
éviol, involves precisely the religious, anti-intellectualist attitude 
that Goulet regards as the hallmark of Philo’s thought. But why 
should we disbelieve Philo when he says this is the view of others? 
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(Note also that it is not exact to say that in §84 Philo gives the 
Allegorists’ exegesis of the verse in question; he is in fact giving 
exegesis of another verse, Gen. 32: 31.) 

Secondly, one must have serious reservations about the rigorous 
division between philosophy and religion that Goulet maintains. 
Certainly there is an important difference between philosophical 
theology and religious devotion, and it may well be argued that 
Philo’s oft-stated view of man’s obddévelx before the face of God 
represents a Jewish conception that is out of place in Greek 
thought. My objection is that Goulet formulates the distinction in 
such a manner that it presupposes the result he wishes to achieve. 
His Jewish exegetes in their espousal of a rationalistic or humanis- 
tic theology are portrayed, to use an apposite Dutch expression, as 
more Roman than the Pope. Take as an example the Old Stoa. 
Chrysippus affirms that theology was the ‘climax of physics’ and 
its transmission ‘initiation into the mysteries’ (SVF 2. 42, cf. 
1008). As J. Mansfeld has argued (in M. J. Vermaseren (ed.), 
Studies in Hellenistic religions (Leiden, 1979) p. 136), it is wrong to 
suggest that the Stoic attitude to the ruler of the universe is purely 
intellectualistic, without an emotional or religious dimension. By 
the time of Cicero a slogan such as yv@o1c Ved@v && To Hvetar 
Oeooéfetax is from the philosophical viewpoint entirely acceptable 
(cf. De nat. deor. 2. 153, W. Theiler in Entretiens Hardt, iii. 67 ff.). 
In the case of the Platonic tradition, of course, the ‘religious’ 
aspect is even stronger. Note, too, that the rejection of all cultic 
practice which Goulet attributes to the Allegorists is a more 
extreme position than that espoused by the majority of Hellenistic 
philosophers (cf. SVF 3. 606, D. Babut, La religion des philosophes 
grecs (Paris 1974), p. 181). 

A third objection follows quite naturally. Considering the 
prominence that is given to the role of philosophy in the Allegor- 
ists’ exegesis, it is remarkable how little effort Goulet makes to 
relate it to current philosophical trends. He suggests that one 
might draw parallels with certain features of the thought of 
Antiochus of Ascalon or Posidonius, but that detailed research 
would not be profitable because the Allegorists did not owe 
allegiance to any philosophical school in their conviction that true 
doctrines were derived from Moses. This very doctrine suggests, 
however, that its adherents would have been rather susceptible to 
changes in intellectual fashions. It has been thought by some 
scholars that it might be possible to trace a development in the 
philosophically influenced exegeses that Philo records. Goulet 
circumvents this approach by opposing the Allegorists who have a 
unified position to Philo who has a religious rather than a 
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philosophical approach (although allowance is made for an exten- 
sive ‘culture littéraire et philosophique’ that emerges, e.g. in his 
use of Plato, cf. p. 556). The Allegorists are tentatively dated to 
two or three generations before Philo, i.e. about 50 Bc. This is 
exactly the time that important changes are taking place in the 
landscape of ancient philosophy, though the precise contours are 
most obscure and Philo’s evidence is often called in for purposes of 
delineation. Two aspects are certain. (a) Epistemology is in vogue, 
the foundations of human knowledge are much discussed, and 
there is a certain vogue for sceptical views in the broad sense. (b) 
Platonism makes a strong comeback, with a growing interest in its 
transcendental ‘doctrines (aided in this by the revival of Pythago- 
reanism). Both aspects have left their mark on Philo’s writings. 
The general position that Goulet attributes to the Allegorists 
would appear to ante-date these developments, i.e. to be located in 
the period 150-50 Bc. There are problems here which he declines 
to address. He admits that the Platonizing antithesis between vobc 
and aio@notc crucial to the Allegorical commentary is not so easy to 
place (p.94). What about the pair of concepts aioO@ntdc 
KOOLOG—Vvontos KOopOG, which also play an important role in his 
reconstruction? These are not found before Philo (cf. also Ti- 
maeus Locrus 30, Aétius 1. 7. 31, 2. 6. 4 Diels). Goulet has a 
choice. Either he must assume on the basis of his hypothesis that 
these terms circulated well before Philo (and probably before the 
Platonist revival), or he must concede that here too Philo has 
imposed his own terminology on the original source. From the 
viewpoint of the history of philosophy the interesting question is 
whether the revival of the paradigm theory of the ideas is 
motivated by epistemological or cosmological—theological con- 
cerns (cf. most recently H. Tarrant, Scepticism or Platonism? the 
philosophy of the Fourth Academy (Cambridge, 1985), pp. 115 ff.). 

My final objection will come as no surprise to the author, 
namely his refusal to engage in an adequate discussion with 
previous Philonic scholarship. Only about twenty books and 
articles on Philo are referred to during the course of this very long 
study. Disarmingly Goulet anticipates the disapproval of Philon- 
ists, but asserts that extensive interaction with existing scholarship 
would only have distracted him from his purpose. His radical 
hypothesis is incompatible with the assumptions upon which most 
‘synthesizing’ accounts of Philo’s thought have been constructed. 
One cannot help observing that this policy stands in shrill contrast 
to that of Philo himself, who does record the views of his 
predecessors and thereby rescued their work from oblivion! More- 
over, it does the reader a great disservice, for he or she is in many 
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cases deprived of the contributions of recent scholarship and is 
unable to gain the orientation that results from placing the new 
hypothesis in the context of existing ideas. Let me give three 
examples. The supposition of a genetic development in Philo’s 
thought runs counter to the growing consensus that the philosoph- 
ical treatises are unlikely to be works of Philo’s youth. More 
importantly it so happens that T. H. Tobin 5 years ago published 
a monograph which covers part of exactly the same ground 
covered by Goulet, but reaches a completely opposite conclusion 
(The creation of man: Philo and the history of interpretation 
(Washington, 1983)). Tobin argues that much of Philo’s exegesis 
of Gen. 1-3 is traditional, but that the allegorization in terms of 
the history of the soul is Philo’s own contribution. In reaching this 
conclusion he pays much more attention to the context of the 
development of philosophy than Goulet does, inter alia making the 
telling point that such systems of allegory do not make an 
appearance before the advent of Middle Platonism (cf. Goulet’s 
inadequate remarks at pp. 544-6). Surprising too is the refusal to 
confront the depiction of Philo attempted by Nikiprowetzky 
which has exerted considerable influence on Philonic studies 
during the last decade (his monograph does not even receive the 
courtesy of a full citation; there are op. cit.’s on p. 28 and p. 433). 

A fuller examination of Goulet’s thesis is not possible within the 
confines of this review. What follows by way of final evaluative 
remarks will have to be stated rather apodictically, without the 
support of full argumentation. How likely is it that a group of 
Jewish intellectuals existed who went a good deal further than 
Philo himself in their adherence to Greek philosophical ideas to 
the extent of subscribing to a secularizing humanism of the kind 
suggested by Goulet? Given the diversity of Judaisms that have 
existed over the millennia the possibility cannot be dismissed out 
of hand. But there is no evidence outside Philo (the Letter of 
Aristeas is regarded by Goulet as post-Philonic; 4 Maccabees too is 
very late). The position in an extreme form does not seem 
plausible or attractive. Why abandon all claims to particularity in 
favour of a rigorously universalist perspective, yet still retain the 
single tenet of the superiority of Moses? On a priori grounds it is 
likely that a group of Jewish allegorists would have still felt the 
influence of Jewish theism to some degree, e.g. the conception of 
God as creator and provident ruler, and that this would have made 
their position more attractive to Philo. 

That Philo had exegetical predecessors to whom he was much 
indebted seems to me beyond doubt. That there may have been a 
group of exegetes or even a single savant who put together a 
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particular moral allegorical interpretation of the Pentateuch of 
more than usual coherence is certainly possible. This may have 
been written down or it may have been transmitted orally. I am 
much less eager to agree that there was a single document such as 
Goulet proposes. Bousset’s ‘documentary hypothesis’ is still exert- 
ing a surreptitious influence here. Goulet certainly goes far too far, 
to my mind, in reducing the variety of exegeses as much as 
possible to a single group. The subordination of physical to ethical 
allegory that he proposes is excessively reductionistic. There are 
numerous important constituents of Philonic exegesis—e.g. the 
doctrines of the: powers and the logos, the triad waOnotc-dvoic- 
&oKnotc¢—and numerous variant treatments of exegetical themes 
that Goulet cannot integrate into his document, but that are also 
not necessarily of Philo’s own devising. A good example of a 
diversity of traditions surrounding a single biblical figure which 
has recently received scholarly attention is Philo’s various ac- 
counts of Joseph. (I cannot agree with Goulet’s view that, since 
Joseph is a positive figure in Scripture, he must necessarily 
represent a positive trait in the allegory. Joseph, after all, is 
responsible for leading Israel down to Egypt, symbol of the body. 
There is room for drama in the allegory of the soul here.) 

With regard to Philo himself the essential question is surely 
whether he is an integrationist or a (covert) confrontationist. 
Goulet is convinced of the latter; I opt for the former. Philo’s 
Platonism was precisely of crucial importance because it allowed 
him to integrate philosophical conceptuality and Jewish religious 
belief in an intellectual construction that was to enjoy a long and 
impressive career. The concepts of &QETNH, DewoEia, Eddaipovia, 
obiAia Bed could be welded together without maladresse (cf. De vita 
contemplativa 90, which Goulet sharply criticizes, p. 529). From 
this perspective Philo’s writings, for all their shortcomings, had a 
greater historical importance than the hypothesized document (if 
it existed) could have ever had. It remains somewhat of a puzzle 
why Philo felt constrained to integrate so much traditional exe- 
gesis into his own work. One might suggest-—-but here too 
evidence is lacking—that he sensed that he stood at the end of a 
long tradition now under patent threat, and that he had a duty to 
record. 

In conclusion, therefore, I am not convinced that the only way 
to read Philo responsibly is more archaeologico. Allowance should 
be made for the possibility of layers of traditional exegesis beneath 
his text. Goulet’s numerous analyses can be consulted, beside 
others, as a stimulating but highly speculative guide. It is far from 
clear, however, whether it is actually possible to unravel the 
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strands of prior exegesis in an illuminating way. Philo should be 
read first of all in terms of his own aims, methods, and concerns. 
Pace Goulet that is something worth doing.’ 


’ One should perhaps add a brief note on the presentation of this study. The 
price is relatively low (about £1 per twenty-five pages, which is very reasonable for 
such specialized work). The author prepared the text himself, and only those who 
worked with Word 1.05 on the Apple Macintosh can fully appreciate what that 
must have involved (it certainly explains the mean brevity of the more than sixty 
chapters). Two comments might be made in a spirit of constructive criticism. The 
printer’s, not the typewriter’s, apostrophe should have been used. There is a 
problem in the proportions between the large and the small fount size used. The 
large fount is nicely sized, but the small fount is simply too small and in the long 
run imposes strain on the reader. 
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PHILO’S DE AETERNITATE MUNDI: 
THE PROBLEM OF ITS INTERPRETATION 


1. The double problem* 
In the most recent introductory manual on Philo, Sandmel devotes 
the following brief remarks to the treatise De aeternitate mundi ;' 


While On the Eternity of the World is customarily printed in the collections of the 
writings of Philo and is often ascribed to him, only a minority of scholars regard it 
as authentically his. The principal basis for denying the work to Philo runs as follows. 
In many of his writings, Philo has dealt with God’s creation of the world. God is 
omnipotent over the universe, even to the point of being able to destroy it, should 
he wish. However, if the world is destructible, it cannot be eternal; to believe in the 
eternity of the world, then, is in effect to deny God’s ultimate power over it. Precisely 
because the treatise affirms the eternity of the world, the majority of scholars deny 
the treatise to Philo... All in all, the treatise, genuine or not, is relatively unimportant. 


Although Sandmel is incorrect in suggesting that most scholars con- 
sider the treatise inauthentic, the hesitant attitude portrayed in his 
words is typical of Philonic scholarship as a whole. Because the short 
essay contains much valuable information on diverse aspects of 
Hellenistic philosophy, between 1875 and 1900 it all of a sudden 
attracted the attention of some of the best scholars of the day, many 
of whom were not particularly sympathetic to Philo’s literary and 
intellectual achievement.? They noted the problematic relation of the 
treatise to the rest of Philo’s ceuvre and the initial response was to 
declare the work inauthentic. Soon afterwards Philonic authorship was 
reaffirmed and interest in the work subsided. Nevertheless the inter- 
pretative problem perceived by the nineteenth century savants has 
never been sufficiently resolved, thereby casting, a shadow on the 
treatise’s interpretation and causing the tentative attitude illustrated 
by the quote above. The interpretative problem reveals a double aspect. 

Firstly the treatise presents difficulties on account of its formal and 
structural features. At a first reading it appears to be a patchwork of 
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doxographical accounts, philosophical arguments, vigorous polemics 
and rhetorical illustratory passages. After a brief introduction Philo 
presents a long sequence of arguments which are evidently derived 
from source material but are interspersed with his own comments. 
Philo’s precise relation to these arguments, however, is far from clear. 
In the last sentence of the work another set of arguments is promised, 
but this sequel has not survived, so that the work remains incomplete. 
But what has disturbed the readers of the treatise more than its 
seemingly haphazard organization is the gap that separates it from 
almost all Philo’s other writings. Philo dedicated a large part of his 
life to the immense task of writing a philosophically orientated com- 
mentary on the Pentateuch of Moses, of which thirty-nine books survive. 
In the De aeternitate mundi, however, Moses and his divinely inspired 
words are only briefly mentioned on one occasion (Aet. 19). Exegetical 
commentary wholly recedes in favour of philosophical argument. 
Accordingly the treatise has been traditionally included, together with 
four others,? in the group of so-called ‘philosophical treatises’.4 The 
characteristic features of this group are that they use Greek literary 
forms and source material in order to discuss philosophical themes for 
their own sakes, with only a minimum of references to scripture and 
Jewish traditions. Yet even within this group our treatise has its 
idiosyncracies. To a greater extent than the other ‘philosophical 
treatises’ it appears to attempt a systematic handling of its theme. 
Moreover the explicit manner in which it refers to Greek philosophers 
by name and deals with their views is without parallel in the Philonic 
corpus. 

The second problematic aspect of the treatise’s interpretation is of 
a philosophical nature and has already been broached by Sandmel in 
the passage quoted above. The topic of whether the cosmos is de- 
structible or indestructible introduces cosmological and _ theological 
concerns close to Philo?s heart. But the arguments presented in the 
treatise put forward a viewpoint inconsistent with the views recorded 
elsewhere in Philo’s writings. They argue not only that the cosmos is 
indestructible (a@$aptoc) but also that it is uncreated (&4yévntoc). The 
first half of the proposition, if properly qualified, can be considered 
Philonic, but it is questionable whether these necessary qualifications 
are sufficiently stressed in the treatise as we have it. The second half 
of the proposition is without doubt in direct contradiction to Philo’s 
unshakeable conviction that God has created this cosmos. The im- 


PHILO’S DE AETERNITATE MUNDI 107 


portance of the issue at stake can be gauged from the fact that Weiss, 
in his substantial monograph on the cosmology of Hellenistic and 
Palestinian Judaism, felt obliged to commence his study with a 
‘prophylactic’ chapter on our treatise in order to show that Philo, in 
spite of the treatise De aeternitate mundi, did not run the risk of 
denying the fundamental doctrine of Jewish cosmological thought, the 
creation of the cosmos by God.° An ancillary (philosophical) problem 
which has taxed the minds of scholars is that a philosophically plausible 
content must be suggested for the missing sequel. Since no fragments 
of this part have ever been identified, any hypothesis must be entirely 
based on the philosophical problematics as they are presented in the 
treatise’s incomplete state of preservation. In this question the formal 
and the philosophical problem of the treatise’s interpretation merge 
together. A satisfying solution will have to dwell on both aspects. 


2. Attempted solutions 

The first attempt to solve the interpretative problem of the De 
aeternitate mundi has already been briefly noted. Although some earlier 
scholars had had doubts about its authenticity,® it was Bernays (1863, 
1876, 1882) who for a time won acceptance for the view that the work 
was falsely attributed to Philo.’ The strength of Bernay’s arguments 
was by no means in proportion to the drastic conclusion which he 
drew from them and, since they have been adequately refuted on a 
number of occasions,® we will not dwell on them here. Already in 
1880 Zeller pointed out that the work must have been produced by 
an Alexandrian Jew.? But, in Zeller’s opinion, this unknown author 
had done nothing but superficially and incompetently adapt a treatise 
of an eclectic Peripatetic who had lived in the first century B.C. 
Von Arnim (1888) advanced even further along these paths of specu- 
lative Quellenforschung.'° But all these attempts were reduced to 
naught by the study of Cumont (1891).'! In a brilliant demonstration 
of philological expertise Cumont showed that the linguistic and stylistic 
features of the treatise were unmistakably Philonic. Moreover a good 
argument could be put forward that its contents were in harmony 
with many, if not all, aspects of Philo’s thought.'? Cumont’s study 
was warmly received and, although not all scholars were immediately 
convinced, today it can be said that the treatise is only ascribed to a 
pseudonymous author through inadvertence. It should be noted that 
all the proponents of the work’s inauthenticity had an extremely low 
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regard for its author’s abilities. Von Arnim expressed this view most 
forcefully in response to Cumont:'* “Ich bin kein Verehrer Philos, 
aber ich halte es fiir eine Profanation, ihn mit dem Menschen zu 
identificieren, der nepi &@9apoiac verfasst hat; wenn ihm dieser Aus- 
druck nicht zuviel Ehre anthut. Denn er ist ein blosser Compilator.”’ 
The work is apparently so shoddily put together that it falls well below 
the level of Philo’s literary performance. The structural problems of 
the treatise emerge here, but are not seriously examined. 

A second solution to our problem was first suggested by Cumont 
and still continues to receive support in some quarters. Cumont 
asserted that the De aeternitate mundi is a youthful work, a Jugend- 
schrift.'* Juvenile stylistic features are the repetition of argument, fiery 
polemic and frequent quotation of authors, such as Plato and Euri- 
pides, who were read at school. Together with the other philosophical 
treatises it is to be dated to the time of his youth to which he so wistfully 
looks back in the opening words of De specialibus legibus III, jv note 
ypovos Ste Piocogia cyoAdCwv ...'° Even if none of these youthful 
works had survived, it could have been deduced from Philo’s other 
works that there was a period in his life in which he devoted all his 
time to the study of the Greek philosophers. Cumont’s suggestion was 
eagerly taken up by Wendland (1892), Cohn in his article on the 
subdivision and chronology of Philo’s writings (1899), Reinhardt (1920) 
and others.'© Cumont used this argument chiefly to explain the formal 
characteristics of the treatise (for the philosophical problem he had 
another line of attack, as we shall see). It is evident that the theory 
creates a gap between the youthful treatise and Philo’s main body of 
work, so that the interpretative problem is ‘explained away’ and 
considerably reduced in importance. 

A different nuance was given to the Jugendschrift theory by Bousset 
(1915) in his research on Philo’s use of source material.'’? The De 
aeternitate mundi is a school treatise in the narrow sense of the word. 
It does not represent Philo’s own thought. The youthful Philo has 
recorded, in his own Style, the lecture material of one of his Greek 
teachers with the intention of refuting this viewpoint later on. The 
word napetAn@anev in the final paragraph (Aet. 150) must be inter- 
preted as meaning ‘what we have taken over as traditional school 
material (Schultiberlieferung)'®. Bousset in fact attempts a compromise 
between the views of Bernays and Cumont. Philo has written the 
work, but what he records is the thought of another (unknown) 
author. 
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Recently two French scholars have expressed their approval of the 
Jugendschrift theory, but both stress that these youthful works have 
served Philo as a valuable praeparatio for his later work. Arnaldez 
(1969) writes of the De aeternitate mundi that ‘“‘cet ouvrage, quoique 
incomplet, nous montre comment Philon a formé sa pensée au milieu 
du vaste tourbillon des doctrines philosophiques, comment son senti- 
ment religieux l’a trés tot guidé par les voies les plus sires, en un mot 
comment sont nées les grandes conceptions qu’il devait orchestrer 
dans son ceuvre du Commentateur de Moise’’.'® Nikiprowetzky (1977) 
concurs with this view, but emphasizes that one cannot speak of an 
intellectual evolution in his thought, but rather of a literary manner 
which first searches, and then later in the exegetical treatises finds its 
feet.'° : 

But, attractive though this theory as a solution is, it poses problems 
of its own. In the first place it is now widely accepted that the dialogues 
with Alexander belong to the period of Philo’s maturity, perhaps even 
to his old age.*° Thus we have the choice of either splitting the group 
of philosophical treatises into a youthful and a mature sub-group, or 
keeping the group together and regarding them all as mature works. 
When we consider that there are strong thematic resemblances between 
our treatise and De Providentia I and IJ,?! and that the ‘schoolmaster’ 
tone of the dialogues with Alexander can occasionally also be detected 
in the De aeternitate mundi,?* we must conclude that the (admittedly 
slender) evidence favours the second alternative, i.e. that the philo- 
sophical treatises as a whole are mature works.?3 Secondly the pre- 
suppositions of the Jugendschrift thesis must be recognized for what 
they are. It presupposes the validity of the application of a genetic or 
developmental approach to the thought and writings of Philo. This 
approach, frequently accompanied by speculative psychological ob- 
servations, has been attempted on numerous occasions in Philonic 
scholarship, but has always failed on account of a total lack of 
evidence.** Nikiprowetzky, in the remark noted above, wishes to make 
a distinction between intellectual evolution and the development of a 
literary manner. But this is to deny the close relation between form and 
content in Philo’s writings, which elsewhere in his study it is Nikipro- 
wetzky’s constant aim to affirm. Finally it must be observed that the 
Jugendschrift thesis, as one would expect, is often accompanied by a 
deprecatory view of the quality and value of the philosophical treatises, 
and of the De aeternitate mundi in particular.?° 
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Not content with his already strong defence of the treatise’s authen- 
ticity, the fertile mind of Cumont also put forward another solution 
to its interpretative problems, this time concentrating on the philo- 
sophical difficulty which was briefly outlined above.2° Cumont con- 
cedes to Bernays that the diverse arguments are presented in the De 
aeternitate mundi in such a vigorous way that there can be no doubt 
that the author is convinced of their validity. Philo’s aim in the extant 
half is to refute the Stoics, and in order to achieve it he makes a 
temporary alliance with Aristotle. He can do this because, according 
to Cumont, he concurs with the doctrine that the cosmos is created from 
all eternity (ab omni aeternitate creatum). It is philosophically not 
permissible to say that the cosmos has been created in time (in tempore 
exstitisse).*’ In the missing sequel Philo would have shown to what 
extent he differed in his interpretation from his temporary ally, 
Aristotle. Arnaldez finds Cumont’s solution very satisfying and adds 
that in the area of cosmology Philo found that Aristotle provided a 
sure philosophical basis, but that in the area of theology he found 
Aristotle inadequate and turned to the doctrine of Plato. Hence his 
desire to reconcile the two philosophers. 

Cumont’s attempted solution raises a number of very important 
issues which will need to be discussed further below. For now it 
suffices to say that we reject its main thesis that Philo subscribes to the 
Aristotelian doctrine of creatio aeterna.?° In our opinion, therefore, 
this approach cannot solve the problem of the treatise’s interpretation. 

Finally the efforts of some scholars to pay closer attention to the 
treatise’s literary form and structure should not be overlooked. They 
work on the assumption that Philo’s intentions in writing the treatise 
can only be reconstructed if also its structural and literary features are 
analysed and understood. In neglecting these aspects other interpreters 
have gone astray. 

An extremely radical solution along these lines was proposed by 
Leisegang (1937, 1941).°° There is no doubt in his mind that the 
arguments put forward in the De aeternitate mundi are sincerely meant, 
but can they be attributed to Philo? The answer to the riddle which 
the treatise poses is to be found in its dialogic structure. Leisegang 
notes that also De Providentia I discusses the problem of the eternity 
of the cosmos. This thematic resemblance shows us that our treatise 
should be read in close connection with the three treatises which Philo 
wrote in order to engage in philosophical discussion with his nephew, 
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Alexander. What Philo attempts to do in De aeternitate mundi can best 
be seen if one compares his method in De animalibus. There, after a 
few dialogic interchanges Alexander gives a lengthy speech (/ogos) 
arguing on behalf of the thesis that animals possess a rational faculty, 
to which Philo makes a shorter reply arguing the opposite thesis. A 
similar procedure was followed in De aeternitate mundi, but both the 
dialogic framework and Philo’s reply have been lost. What remains is 
only the speech (/ogos) of Philo’s opponent (possibly Alexander him- 
self), arguing a,thesis which Philo wholly rejects and which he would 
refute along Stoic lines in the missing sequel. Only in the last sentence 
is there a hint of the original dialogic framework.*! The word napet- 
ANgapev should be translated simply as “heard”, ‘‘understood”’. 
Philo is telling us in this final sentence that he has recorded to the best 
of his ability the words of his opponent as he heard them. 

Not only is Leisegang’s solution radical — in effect only one sentence 
in the whole work can be attributed to Philo himself — it is also radically 
false. That Philo should wish to defend as his own considered opinion 
the Stoic doctrine of the cyclical destruction and regeneration of the 
cosmos is wholly improbable.3? Nevertheless Leisegang has at least 
demonstrated how important it is to understand the literary and 
structural features of the treatise. His article shows what happens when 
the hints that Philo gives are not properly understood. 

Much more limited in his aims is Colson (1943) in the brief preface 
to his edition and translation of De aeternitate mundi.3? In a discussion 
of the work’s authenticity he makes two very important observations 
on its structure. Firstly he asserts that a distinction should be made 
between the first part of the work up to the first sentence of Aet.20 
and the remainder. In the first part Philo is without doubt speaking 
for himself. This is not necessarily the case for the lengthy sequence 
of arguments in the second half. (This distinction had been totally 
ignored by Leisegang and others.) Secondly he suggests a new possi- 
bility for the status of the arguments in Aet.20-149 :°4 


In describing the arguments for the eternity of the Cosmos he puts them forth with 
such gusto and denounces the opponents so vigorously that at first sight anyone 
would suppose that he is giving us his own conviction. But it is Philo’s way to 
reproduce with all his vigour opinions and doctrines which he is really going to 
controvert later... So when I read in De Aet.35 and 49 that some argument must 
be ‘clear to everyone” or in 69 “that the foolish imaginations of the opponents 
have been refuted” I do not feel sure that Philo might not talk very differently 
when he gives to each point the opposition which he promises in his final words. 
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Colson here breaks through the fixed assumption of Bernays, Cumont 
and Leisegang, namely that the sequence of arguments represent the 
firm conviction of the author (or speaker) who is presenting them. 
We shall see that Colson is correct in this suggestion, although it will 
be necessary to refine it to some extent. 

At the end of our survey it appears that it is in the analysis of literary 
form and structure that we are likely to find the clue we so badly need 
in order to resolve the interpretative problem posed by the treatise. 
We will proceed now to make a number of observations in this area 
which will be necessary in order to come to an improved understanding 
of Philo’s intentions in writing the work. 


3. Some literary and structural observations 

As has already been noted, Philo’s five ‘philosophical treatises’ have 
been placed together in a separate subdivision of his writings, not only 
on account of their philosophical content, but also because their literary 
form and structure is based on the manner of writing practised in the 
Greek philosophical schools. The latter aspect has perhaps received 
insufficient stress and has certainly been insufficiently researched.*> In 
the case of the De aeternitate mundi, is it possible to specify what type 
or model or genre of philosophical treatise Philo is following in its 
composition? Can parallels be adduced with respect to form and 
structure which give a clearer picture of what Philo is doing in our 
treatise? Both questions we would wish to answer in the affirmative. 
We shall commence by outlining two illuminating parallels. 


The first parallel is, rather surprisingly, to be found in one of Philo’s 
exegetical treatises, De plantatione.*° Philo wishes to comment on the 
words of Moses at Gen.9:20-2la, HpEato Nde dv8pwnos eivar yewp- 
y0s Yiic Kai €pbtevoev GunEA@va, kai Exe tod oivov, Kai éucSo9y 
(quoted at Plant.140). According to Moses, Noah the just man be- 
comes drunk.*’ But before Philo comments on these words (in the 
treatise De ebrietate), he presents to his readers what the Greek 
philosophers have said on the subject, i.e. on the theme ei peSvoSoetar 
6 cogos. It is generally agreed that he adapts for this purpose a Greek 
philosophical treatise of unknown provenance,*® and that the original 
form of this treatise can still be discerned behind Philo’s adaptation. 
The literary and structural aspects of this treatise which are of relevance 
to the De aeternitate mundi are as follows: 
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Treatise on et pe9vo9noetar 6 sods (Philo, Plant. 142-77). 
I introduction (mpooipuov, cf. @oavei mpooipia 149) : 
(a) subject introduced, éonovddo$n 5€ napa noAdois tHvV PIA0DdQaV 
) oKéyic ob pEetpimc. mpoteivetar 5€ obtH>s, si peSvoShoetar 6 
oo0ds (142); 
(b) analysis of a central term in the proposition, €ot1 totvov TO HEdvELvV 
diTTOV, Ev HEV ioov Tt TH Oivobosat, EtTepov dé ioov TH Anpeiv éev 
oive (142); 
(c) résumé of chief opinions held on the issue, t@v dé Extyelpnodvtwv 
Ti] Mpotdoet Oi Ev Epacav pte akpata TAsiovi xyphoEeoIar tov 
OOMPoOV ENTE Anptoenrv...(143) of 4 TO Lev oivotdo9al Kai onovdain 
Mpoot|kov anepnvavto, tO d& Anpsiv aGvoixetov...(144) ot 5& tO 
péyeSoc tic mepi t0 naBoc bnepBoAfic ob Katavonoavtec...(145). 


Von Arnim considers that the second oi 0€ refers to a third group who | 


maintain a compromise position midway between the first two; I am 
inclined, with Colson, to think that there are only two groups, and that 
the second oi 6é refers back to the first position.?? 

If arguments in favour of the proposition : 

(a) transition to second part, td pév obv Woavei TPOO LLG Tis OKEWEWS 
tovatta got, Tov SE MEpi AdTIIs Adyov Hon nEpaivwpev SutAodbv wo 
eikOc 6vta, TOV HEV 611 6 GOMOSG pHESvoSOETAL KaTAOKELaCOVTA, TOV 
dé Tobvavtiov Sti ov pESvoSostat BeBatobLEvov. Tod dE TPOTEPOD 
TUG TiGTEIG GPLOTTOV Agéyelv MpdTEpOV, ToINoapéevous EvGEvde Tv 
a&pxtv (149-50); 

(b) sequence of five arguments in favour of the proposition (i) tv 
mpaypatov ta pwéev Suavopa...(150-5) (ii) pia pév a&nddeEic nepi 
tod TOv Gogov pEBvoSijvar AéAEKto1, Sevtépa SO EoTi TOIUTN... 
(156-64) (iii) devtEpos LEV 1 AdyoOs ObTOS EipNtat, deiKvds StL ODK 
GAXOTPLOV OTOvSaioD TO HEBKELV, Tpitoc 5 éoTiv...(165-71) (iv) tis 
Ye unv obdK« oidev Gti Susiv Evavtiov...(172) (perhaps a subsection 
of the third argument) (v) si S donep év dikaotnpia pt pOovov 
taic évtéyvoic dnodei€eotwv, GAAG Kai taic atéxvoIG AEYOPEVAIG 
XpNnotéov, av pia éotiv... od Toivvev SrapaptnoopEsa AE€yovtEs ST1 
peSvoSnoetat (173-4). 

III argument(s) against the proposition.*° 

(a) transition to third part, énei 5& obddeic Ka® abtov aywviCOpEVOS 
avaypagetat vik@v, ci 6& Gyoviletar, oKiapayeiv UGAAOV div EiKOTaS 
d0Ea1, dvayKn Kai tobs 6 évavtiov KaTaoKevatovtas Adyous EinEiv, 
iva, Sukaotatn yevn9t] Kpiotc, undetépov pEpovs && Ephwovu Kata- 
ducxao9évtos (175); 
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(b) argument against the proposition, which is immediately refuted 
éott d& TpAtos Kai dvvatw@tatos OvTOG... ONoEt SN Tic EVAaVTLOU- 
pevosc... (176-7) The words in 176 GAA obv mpiv 7 tobs GAAOoUS EEfIc 
ovvsipetv, indicate that Philo certainly intended to adduce (and refute) 
more than just the single argument found in the text, but at 177 the 
Mss. of De plantatione break off abruptly. 

Comments. Philo is recording, as he explicitly tells us, the views of 
the philosophers, so that there is no need for him to indicate his own 
opinion. But it is evident that he supports the arguments in favour 
of the proposition. The third argument is given added force by a brief 
excursus on a favourite Philonic theme, the joy of the perfect soul 
Isaac (Plant.168—70). The outcome suits Philo well, since there is no 
doubt that in the Genesis account Noah does get drunk. As so often 
Moses anticipates the discoveries of the Greek philosophers. 


The second parallel is a brief treatise of no great literary or philo- 

sophical merit entitled Ilepi tod notepov timp 7 ndp ypnomartepov, 

found in the Corpus of Plutarch’s Moralia.*! Again we shall briefly 

outline those aspects of the treatise which are relevant to our purpose: 
Treatise on mepi tod notEepov bdmp 7 AHP yproipwtepov. 

I mtroduction : 

(a) brief survey of thinkers who support either side of the proposition, 

onoiv 6 Tivéapoc... cougwvet 5& Kai “Hoiodoc... GAAG TO HEV TOV 

Laptopav Exatépots ioov’ énsi Kai TO ndp siotv oi tod Mavtds ApPyTV 

anogatvopevoi... (9SSD-E); 

(b) statement of treatise’s method (also transition to the first set of 

arguments), dpépEvot dE TAV AVdPAv, oKeyapEsa sic Exatepov Adyouc 

Tf] pGAAOV Gyovolv Huds (955E). 

II first set of arguments : 

sequence of arguments in favour of the proposition that water is more 

useful than fire, strung together by introductory phrases and connecting 

particles, and including diverse attempts to refute in advance the 

opposite view on the proposition ap obv ypnoipw@tEepov éexeivo... Kai 

ti pikpoAoyobuat... pEtiMuev GNO TOV YpwWLEVOV... Kai pV... Et1 

unv... Kai unv (955E-957F) 

III second set of arguments : 

(a) transitional sentence, ti mpdc tobdvavtiov dv tig évted9ev Exav 

dEyou; (957B); 

(b) sequence of arguments in favour of the proposition that fire is 

more useful than water (i.e. the reverse of the previous position), 
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again loosely strung together and frequently arguing against the 
opposite point of view, tv dé dusiv adic... Kai pv, ob navtanaoiv 
anadhayévtos pSeipetat 10 CHov, tobt @MEAmtEpOV’ SfjAOV yap... 
an GAAns apxfics... TO yap A€éyetv Wo ~ot: 1096 GvGpmnoc dvev 
mvpos &tonov... Kaito. y cic tobvavtiov Ado tic div... émei 5é KATA 
todto tod AOyou yeyovapev... Kai pv... (957B-958E). 

Comments. Noteworthy is the fact that the author does not adjudicate 
between the opposing arguments. Does this mean that he is just a 
neutral observer, having no preference one way or the other? He uses 
the first person for both arguments, so this is no way to decide. It is 
only possible to look at the relative strength of the arguments. It would 
seem that the arguments on behalf of the primacy of fire are the 
stronger, being less trivial and more philosophically orientated. The 
final argument (958E), alluding to a famous and edificatory passage 
from Plato’s Timaeus (47a—c) would then form a fitting climax. The 
author thus in all probability favours the second proposition and gives 
it the final and stronger position in the structure of the treatise.*? 


If we now take the De aeternitate mundi together with the two parallel 
treatises, a number of common characteristics emerge : 

(1) the treatises focus on a central proposition ; 

(2) the structure is essentially tripartite, consisting of an introduction 
and two series of arguments; 

(3) the introduction contains definitions (if necessary) of crucial terms 
in the central proposition and a brief summary of opinions held on 
the proposition ; 

(4) the two series of arguments take opposite points of view on the 
central proposition and a decision needs to be made as to which series 
is the more persuasive (either settled already by the author or left to 
the reader); 

(5) it is to be expected that the stronger series of arguments would be 
presented second and form the climax of the treatise; 

(6) the series of arguments are themselves introduced by transitional 
sentences which mark the turning-points of the treatise; 

(7) the sequences of arguments are joined together by introductory 
phrases and connecting particles, but there is no attempt to construct 
a logically coherent and consistent sequence of argument; 

(8) both series of arguments aim to be as persuasive as possible — the 
author can speak in the first person on behalf of both. 
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It will be agreed that the far-going similarities between three treatises 
of disparate provenance cannot be accidental, but is the result of 
dependence on a common generic literary form. This form is the genre 
of the Séo01¢.*3 

The genre of the 9€o01c¢ or quaestio infinita can be defined as the 
treatment of a general proposition by the method of in utramque 
partem on a popular-philosophical level. The rhetor Theon (Ist—2nd 
cent. A.D.) defines the genre as follows :+4 

Yéoig éotiv émioKxeyic AoyIKH GuMLoBHTHOW éEnidexonévyn dvev 

MPOGHWNOV DPLOLEVOV Kal MASONS MEPLOTaGEDS, Oiov si yapNTEOV, 

ei masonomntéov, ci Seoi cior. Siapéper 58 tod tOmov, Sti 6 pEV 

EOTLV OLOAOYVOLHEVOD TPGYHATOS AVENOIc, 1 SE FEo1c dugioPytoOv- 

HEVOD. 

The proposition on which the Séo1c¢ focusses must belong to the 
évdota, i.e. that class of propositions which are not of necessity true, 
but concerning which one can form an opinion. The proposition must 
be a general one, without reference to specific persons or events 
(mEpiotacic). Otherwise, according to the definitions of the rhetorical 
theorists, it will be a br69ectc, not a $éorc. It 1s crucial to realize that 
the 9éo01c is essentially, as Theon clearly indicates, disputative in char- 
acter, arguing pro et contra the proposition. Examples of the themes 
of Géoetg (in addition to those given by Theon) are found in the 
works of Greek and Roman writers :*5 

ei PAooogntéov (Aristotle’s Protreptikos) 

an philosophandum sit (Cicero’s Hortensius) 

et dmeipoc 6 KOopOs (Aétius, Placita (Diels, Dox.Gr. 274)) 

si C@ov 7 LN C@ov 6 Atos (ibid.) 

el opaipostdiys 6 KOOLOG (Hermogenes, RA.Gr. If 17.30 Sp.) 

solum sapientem esse divitem (Cicero, Par.Stoic.42) 

ei dvdaktov 1 apety (Plutarch, Mor.439A) 

Ott O YempyntiKds Bios duEivoav Tod mpaKtiKod (Maximus Tyrius, 

Orat.16) etc. 

The distant roots of the 9€01¢ can be seen in the practice of arguing 
pro et contra initiated by the sophists Protagoras and Gorgias (cf. also 
the Dissoi logoi and Socrates’ two speeches in Plato’s Phaedrus). But 
the genre as practised in the Hellenistic period has its origins in the 
theories and praxis of Aristotle and the Peripatos. Also the Academy 
and the Stoa adopted this disputative method. The New Academy 
found it especially useful because it gave expression to the school’s 
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probabilistic theories and methods. Its members themselves argued 
both pro and contra diverse propositions, as Carneades did on the 
notorious occasion of the embassy to Rome in 156 B.C. Our best 
evidence is found in Cicero, though his great preoccupation with the 
relation between philosophy and rhetoric is of no concern to us. The 
Séo01¢g was used as a paedagogic method in both the philosophical 
and rhetorical schools of Philo’s day. Philo may have become ac- 
quainted with it there, or followed examples of the genre which he 
came across in hig’ reading.*° 

It is necessary now to examine the relation between the theoretical 
prescriptions pertaining to the genre and the way that the genre 1s 
brought to actual expression in the form and structure of a literary 
work. On the basis of the evidence at our disposal it must be concluded 
that the genre does not present one single rigidly maintained literary 
form. The essential feature of the genre is its disputatory character, 
finding expression most often in the practice of the pro et contra dicere 
or in utramque partem tractare, as Cicero repeats on numerous 
occasions.*’ Disputation necessarily entails a declamatory element (cf. 
the use of the first person in the presentation of arguments in the 
examples analysed above). Accordingly Cicero likes to clothe his 
Séoetc in the form of a dialogue, as in the Tusculanae disputationes. 
But it was also possible to present $éo¢1c in the form of a treatise or an 
essay, as we find in Cicero’s Paradoxa Stoicorum and our three 
examples. The declamatory element is still faintly present, but it is 
difficult to imagine the dry sequences of arguments actually being 
spoken aloud. The rhetor Theon does: not prescribe a specific literary 
form for the $éo1c, but only a division into mpooipiov and KegaAaia 
(121.56 Sp.). The method of in utramque partem tractare would lead 
one to expect a tripartite structure to be normal in a S€o1G, Le. 
proemium, arguments pro, arguments contra. Our evidence shows that 
this structure is common, but by no means obligatory. Often only the 
case in favour of the proposition is presented, but the speaker or 
writer, adhering to the disputative character of the genre, does bear 
the opposing case in mind and takes care to refute various arguments 
in advance (as seen in the stock example si yapntéov of the rhetor 
Aphthonius (50-3 Sp.) where the opposing arguments are introduced 
by an anonymous noi). Also with respect to the question of whether 
one set of arguments must be stronger and ‘win the contest’ there are 
no rigid rules to be followed. Cicero, with his inclination towards 
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Academic scepticism, often likes to keep the issue open, as in the 
enigmatic conclusion of his De natura deorum. A more dogmatically- 
minded author, however, will leave no doubt in the mind of the reader 
as to which point of view he favours. Finally a word must be said 
about the manner in which the requisite arguments are presented in 
the genre. It is evident that its disputatory character is not conducive 
to a rigorously systematic and dispassionate handling of the theme 
under discussion. In the examples that have survived we continually 
observe the structural feature which must be considered a characteristic 
of the 9éo01¢, namely the practice of stringing together long chains of 
arguments and illustratory material without making any attempt to 
construct a systematically presented and logically coherent whole.*® 
Let us return to the three examples with which we started out. There 
can be no doubt that they reveal the essential features of the genre of 
the $éo1c. But there remains a puzzling aspect. The correspondences 
both in structure and in phraseology between the three treatises are 
much more striking than the observations made above on the literary 
form of the $€01c would lead us to expect. It is necessary, therefore, to 
postulate the hypothesis that we are dealing here with one widely 
disseminated manner of composing a 9€otc in the form of a treatise 


‘or essay. Only by means of this hypothesis, based on an examination 


of practical application rather than theoretical: prescription, can the 
marked similarities between the treatises be explained. 

We may thus conclude that Philo’s treatise has as its formal basis the 
genre of the 9éc1¢ as practised in the rhetorical and philosophical 
schools of his day.*9 The proposition ci dp9aptos 6 KdopOc (Aet.3) 
or its equivalent is mentioned as a typical theme for a S€éo1c by 
Aristotle and Quintilian,*° but our treatise is the only example that 
has survived. The literary form and method of the 9éotc is also relevant 
to the other philosophical treatises of Philo.*' We shall do well, 
however, to bear the following caveat in mind. In utilizing the genre. 
of the $éo01c in order to compose the De aeternitate mundi Philo is 
not obliged to adhere to rigidly fixed rules of form and content. One 
would expect him to play around with the genre and adapt it to his 
own (philosophical) purposes, as indeed we shall discover when we 
analyse the treatise. But before we can proceed to that undertaking, 
there remains a structurally vital passage in the work which requires a 
preliminary examination. 

The De aeternitate mundi in its finished form would have followed 
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the tripartite structure which we have seen to be a basic feature of the 
Séotc. The three parts are clearly demarcated by two transitional 
sentences (Ae?.20,150), parallels to which we noted in the two treatises 
which are structurally parallel to our treatise (Plant.149,175; Plut., 
Mor.955E,957B). It is the function of these sentences to indicate the 
precise relation between the three parts. The difficulty is that the two 
transitional sentences are laconic in the extreme. Aet.150 is obscure 
because the part which it introduces is missing. Such an excuse cannot 
be given for the first sentence of Aez.20, which all on its own makes the 
transition from,the introductory section to the sequence of arguments 
in the second part. Yet the sentence is very difficult to interpret. Indeed 
we would wish to affirm that the failure to interpret it correctly has 
been a crucial factor in leading to a misinterpretation of the treatise as 
a whole. In order to substantiate this claim a careful look at the sentence 
is a first desiderandum. Our text is based on Cohn’s edition :5? 


tovs O& Gyévyntov Kai {Osaptov KataoKEevatovtas AOyoUSG EvEKa Tic 
MpOG tov dpatov <Sedvy aidods mpotépovg taKktéov oikeiav apy 
AaPovtas. 

tov Opatov U : 10 6puzdv MHP(v), Sedv add. Bernays oixeiav: do1av coni. Cumont. 


The sentence reveals two chief difficulties. In the first place the 
phrase évexa tijg mpOs TOV Opatov <BEedv> aidots floats as it were in 
the middle of the sentence, so that one has to decide whether it qualifies 
the participle kataoxevaCovtac or the verbal complex npotépouc 
taxtéov. Moreover if the phrase qualifies the latter, it must be decided 
whether the aid@c referred to belongs to the subject or the object of 
the verbal complex. Thus there are three ways of reading and trans- 
lating the sentence (omitting the final phrase, to which we will return 
later). ; 

1. We can take the ‘floating phrase’ to qualify KataoKxevafovtas so 
that the aid@c is shown by the Adyot, or, less literally, by those who 
put forward the arguments. The sentence is read in this way by 
Wendland and Festugiére.°* A translation would read, ‘‘the arguments 
which, on account of their reverence for the visible god, maintain that 
the cosmos is uncreated and indestructible we should present first”’. 

2. It is possible that the ‘floating phrase’ is meant to qualify mpotépouc 
taKxtéov, and that the aids refers to the subject of the verbal complex, 
namely Philo. This is the way in which the sentence is read by most 
translators and commentators, including Bernays, Von Arnim, Colson, 
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Bormann and Pouilloux.°* A translation would then read, ‘“‘the argu- 
ments which maintain that the cosmos is uncreated and indestructible 
we should, on account of our respect for the visible god, present first”’. 
3. A third possibility is that the ‘floating phrase’ again qualifies 
Mpotépous taxtéov, but that this time the aida@c refers to the object 
of the verbal complex. This manner of reading the sentence has, to my 
knowledge, not been suggested before. A translation would read, “‘the 
arguments which maintain that the cosmos is uncreated and indestruc- 
tible we should, on account of their reverence for the visible god, present 
first”’. 

Is it possible, on the basis of purely syntactical considerations, to 
decide between these rival translations? It may seem rather rash to 
cross swords with the coeditor of the editio maior of Philo’s works, but 
it seems to me that the first suggestion, while clearly not impossible, 
is the least likely of the three. It is normal practice in Greek syntax, if 
a prepositional phrase qualifies a subordinate verb or participle, to 
include that phrase either wholly or partially within the relevant clause 
or phrase of the verbal form. In this way any possible ambiguity is 
avoided. Examples abound in the writings of Philo, who on the whole 
writes syntactically correct and lucid (if rather long-winded) Greek.°* 
The ‘floating phrase’ stands wholly outside the phrase containing the 
verbal form KataoKksevatovtasc, so it would seem more natural to take 
it with the main verb of the sentence, mpotépous taxtéov. Von Arnim’s 
objection that Adyot cannot be personalized in the manner of the first 
and third translations is groundless.°® If AOyot can be instrumental 
in destroying the cosmos, they can certainly be attributed with aidac 
or lack thereof.5’? On the other hand there seem no grammatical 
criteria to help us decide whether the aidwco of the ‘floating phrase’ 
should be attributed to either the subject or the object of the sentence’s 
main verb. Examples of both can be found in Philo.°® Only the 
context will allow us to decide. 

But we have not exhausted the difficulties of the sentence at Ae?.20. 
There is also a problem ‘concerning the phrase which has so far been 
left out of consideration, oixeiav apynv AaBdovtac. The rdle of this 
phrase can be interpreted in two ways. Firstly it can be read as 
commenting further on Philo’s decision to start off his debate with the 
arguments which maintain the uncreatedness and incorruptibility of 
the cosmos. We might translate, ‘‘the arguments... we should present 
first, (in this way) making an appropriate start’’. This interpretation is 
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favoured by all the translators of the treatise.*? Alternatively we can 
read the phrase as making a transition to the argument (i.e. Aer.20ff.) 
which immediately follows. This argument is then seen as making 
a particularly appropriate starting point for the lengthy sequence of 
proofs which Philo is about to present. A translation would read, “‘the 
arguments... we should present first, making (now) an appropriate 
start’. A large number of parallels, both in and outside Philo’s writings, 
show that the latter interpretation is the more probable. The most 
important parallel is the sentence at Plant.150 which performs exactly 
the same transitional function in the $€o1c structure as Aet.20. There 
Philo writes moinoapévouc évSévde tv apynv, the word évGévde 
pointing to the first argument which begins without further ado. Other 
parallels add strength to our conviction that Philo is using.a con- 
ventional formula often placed at the beginning of a philosophical 
discussion in order to indicate that the author is moving to the first 
argument or item of discussion.°° The word oikeiav troubled Cumont 
and Leisegang, but in this interpretation the word is not significant 
and means merely ‘suitable’, ‘convenient’.°' 

Both the structure of De aeternitate mundi and the enigmatic senfence 
at Aet.20 have not yet yielded all their secrets. But we can no longer 
discuss them in isolation from what Philo wants to say in the treatise. 
Form and content, grammatical structure and meaning can only arti- 
ficially be kept apart. It is time to pass on now to a partial analysis of 
the treatise in order to discover what Philo’s intentions were in writing 
it and what the message was that he wished to convey. We emphatically 
describe the analysis as ‘partial’, not so much out of a sense of modesty, 
but because in our study it will only be possible to concentrate on 
those aspects which are relevant to the solving of the interpretative 
problem outlined at the start. 


4. A partial analysis 

The introductory section of the De aeternitate mundi begins with an 
exordium (1-2). It is brief, and written in an extremely compressed 
manner. If we were to investigate the many themes and doctrines to 
which it fleetingly refers, we would be taken right into the very centre 
of Philo’s thought. The function of the exordium is threefold, namely 


introductory, protreptic, methodological. It introduces the subject of — 


the treatise. It exhorts the reader by pointing out the importance and 
value of the subject to be discussed. It underlines the status of the 
opinions and arguments which are about to be presented. 
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Although it was normal practice to commence a S€o1¢ with a mpooi- 
pulov, we would not expect this literary form on the basis of the 
exordium here presented. It speaks only of tov bxép apSapciag tod 
KOoHOV AOyov. Indeed it is remarkably parallel, both in terms of 
function and subject matter (mutatis mutandis), to the exordium of 
Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride,©? a treatise written in the manner of a 
philosophical discourse. Only at Aet.3, where Philo speaks of tovc 
Cntobvvtac ci daSaptoc 6 KOoLOG, could we reasonably begin to suspect 
a $éo1c structure. 

The fact that the exordium is built up around two passages from 
Plato’s Timaeus is not without significance in relation to Philo’s aims 
and intentions, for Plato’s philosophical viewpoint will play a vital 
role in the treatise. In the dialogue Timaeus tells his colleagues that 
it is a sound practice to invoke the godhead if undertaking a discussion 
on the universe ci yéyove 7 Kai dyevéc éottv.°? Given our human 
nature, he continues later on, we shall have to be content with a 
probable account on the coming into being and the nature of the 
cosmos.°* Philo’s method is to make explicit what in terms of his 
own thought is implicit in Plato’s words. Plato vacillates in his in- 
vocation between $edv and Yeobs te Kai Sedo. It is to be expected 
that Philo will substitute @gdc, and that he makes explicit the relation 
between God and the cosmos and between God and knowledge is also 
hardly surprising. When discussing the question of the indestructibility 
of the cosmos we should invoke God because he is the dya86c yevvntns, 
perfect in the noetic realm, just as there is nothing more perfect than 
the cosmos in the sensible realm.°> It is important to note that God’s 
status as creator and the perfection (within limits) of the cosmos 
receive stress at the very outset of the treatise. Further, God possesses 
complete knowledge and is the source of all knowledge, also in the 
sensible realm. The way, however, in which Philo now proceeds to 
relate God’s omniscience to Plato’s hint of the limitations of human 
nature has surprised many readers.°° He conceives of two levels of 
knowledge. True knowledge is dispensed by God through dreams, 
oracles, signs and wonders. It is reserved for the elect few who have 
cleansed themselves from all passions and diseases of the soul. We, 
who are still soiled and stained by folly and vice must remain content 
with a pipnpa tij¢ GAnYeiac by means of eixkotes otoyaopoi. Such a 
distinction between two levels of knowledge and emphasis on the 
hindrance of sin and guilt can be paralleled in other authors of Philo’s 
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time.®°’ But I feel certain that when he thinks of the elect few he has 
especially in mind the Jewish patriarchs and above all Moses, the 
inspired prophet to whom God revealed his word, and to whose 
works he himself devoted a lifetime of study and meditation.°® 

Philo proceeds now to a short section in which he defines the two 
central terms of the proposition ei GeSaptos 6 KdopLOS, namely 
KOopOs and @Sopa, and indicates in which sense he wishes to use 
them (Aet.3-6). As we saw above, a preliminary definition of crucial 
terms fits well into the mpooipiov of a 9éo1c.°° But this does not 
answer the question of the precise function that Philo wishes to give 
to the definitions here presented. Short definitions can say much. 
Certainly that is the case in the treatise De Mundo (attributed to 
Aristotle), in which a definition of KOop0¢ very similar to the one 
Philo accepts is located.’° But I cannot go all the way with the 
keen-witted analysis of Arnaldez, who considers that Philo sees deep- 
seated cosmo-theological motives behind the various definitions and 
that his awareness of these motives determines his presentation and 
choice of definitions.”! It seems to me more likely that Philo is using 
these definitions in order to eliminate in advance possible misunder- 
standings which could impede the progress of the treatise. By rejecting 
the second definition of KOop0c, namely KOopoc in the meaning of 
ovpavoc, he indicates that his treatise will not focus on the subject 
discussed by Plotinus in Enn.JI 1. The third definition of Kdopoc 
explains why at Prov.II 48 the Stoics could be considered proponents 
of the view that the cosmos was uncreated and eternal. Such an 


interpretation would be fatal to Philo’s intentions in the doxography — 


that follows the definitions and is thus eliminated.’* Similarly the 
definition of Sopa is directed specifically against the Atomists and 
Stoics, as is evident in its phraseology. Philo will not allow a definition 
of destruction as a total reductio ad nihilum, because then they could 
claim that their theories do not propose true destruction at all.7? 

The first surprise awaiting the attentive reader of the De aeternitate 
mundi comes at the beginning of Aet.7. He would expect that only 
two opinions can be held on the proposition ei dpSaptoc 6 KdcopOGc, 
but Philo calmly states that three 50&a1 are possible — that the cosmos 
is @yévntog and dgSaptos; yevntdos and @8aptdcs; yevntdc and 
dpSaptoc (the pikty 66&a). Perhaps in retrospect the reader realizes 
that he could have been warned by the statement at Aet.5, @onEep yap 
ék TOD pt) Svtoc oddév yivetat, O05’ cic 6 LH Sv OSeipetat. For Philo, 
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as for all philosophers in the ancient world, yéveoic and Sopa are 
inseparably coupled. The question of the dgSapoia tod K6opov cannot 
be discussed without taking into consideration the question of the 
yéveoic tod KOopov. Hence the three views on the question (Philo 
discounts the possibility that anyone would assert that the cosmos 
was ayévyntos Kai pSaptoc). It will appear, however, that this does not 
mean that the subject of the treatise has changed. Then Philo could 
justifiably be accused of careless composition. The subject of the treatise 
remains the indestructibility of the cosmos. The question of its coming 
into being is complementary and necessary, but remains subordinate. 

The doxography (Ae?.8-19) that follows the tpittai 66€a1 intro- 
duced at Aet.7 fits well into the structure and method of the Séotc. 
Both the close structural parallels to the De aeternitate mundi which 
we adduced above contained a doxographical section in the mpooipuov. 
Further evidence is abundantly present in Cicero’s philosophical 
writings.’* Indeed the compilation of doxographical material was a 
very fashionable practice in Philo’s day. As Festugiére pertinently 
points out, the practice is not without considerable dangers.’°> The 
doxographer wrenches his material from its original context and isolates 
it from the philosophical system of its author, so that the sharp edges 
of the original meaning inevitably become blurred. When we turn to 
Philo’s doxography we observe that its contents can in no way be 
described as original. Its basic format is traditional and goes back to 
Aristotle’s De philosophia and De caelo.’® In the meantime it has 
been brought up to date. Epicurus has been placed beside the Atomists, 


‘and the Stoics have replaced Presocratic cosmologists. When Aristotle 


is said to oppose the Stoics and Epicurus, the doxography is presented 
in the spirit of a dialogus mortuorum."’ Yet, in spite of the doxography’s 
lack of originality, it needs to be emphasized that Philo does not 
succumb to the pitfalls observed by Festugiere. We shall see that he 
has carefully organized his doxography and so reveals that he has 
made a penetrating analysis of the cosmological and theological views 
of the philosophers whose 56€«a1 he records. 

The first position, that the cosmos is yevntdc Kai pSaptdc, has two 
groups of representatives, Democritus and Epicurus on the one hand, 
the majority of the Stoics on the other (Aet.8—-9).’8 But for Philo 
these two groups do not stand on the same level. The atomists with 
their mechanistic explanations for the coming into being and destruc- 
tion of the cosmos and their dogma of a plurality of worlds present 
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a wholly godless doctrine. Philo chooses his words with care. One can 
almost hear the clashing and clattering of the mass of atoms. The 
Stoics, however, must definitely be placed on a higher level. Not only 
do they subscribe to a single cosmos, but they also consider God to 
be the cause of its genesis. And when the cosmos perishes in the great 
conflagration its rebirth takes place under the guidance of Divine 
Providence. It seems at first sight puzzling that Philo explicitly refuses, 
when reporting the Stoic doctrine, to ascribe the destruction of the 
cosmos to God.,’Does this mean that he fails to take Stoic monism 
seriously? I would suggest that Philo is viewing the Stoic doctrine 
through the spectacles of his own thought.’® To describe God as the 
source of the cosmos’ destruction is blasphemous.®° Philo wants to 
keep the doxography under the tight control of his own views. 

Such control is also evident in the transition to the second position, 
that the cosmos is @yévntoc Kai dP9aptos (Aer.10—-12). In opposing 
the doctrines of the Atomists and Stoa, Aristotle acted pnnot evoeB@c 
Kai doiwc. That Philo approves of Aristotle’s opposition is evident 
(its effusiveness has surprised many commentators) but the extent and 
import of his approbation must be carefully evaluated.®! Aristotle’s 
piety consists in recognizing the GSedtys¢ of his opponents. The word 
‘atheism’, however, does not have the usual meaning found in Philo’s 
writings. Aristotle recognized the cosmos, with its navSetov of heavenly 
bodies, as a 6patoc 9edc. The atheism of the Atomists and the Stoa 
consists in their threatening the cosmos with destruction and not 
recognizing its divine nature. This attitude of reverence towards the 
cosmos, as Philo describes it at Aet.20, was displayed and defended 
by Aristotle in his lost dialogue De philosophia.®? 

It is clear, however, from the construction of the doxography that 
Philo’s commendation of Aristotle’s pious and religious spirit is not 
meant in an absolute sense, i.e. as the result of his maintaining that the 
cosmos is ayévntoc Kai Gp8aptoc, but as the direct consequence of 
his opposition to those who maintain the first position.2> His doctrine 
is more pious than that of the Stoics because he has an eye for the 
perfection of the ordered structure of the cosmos, which differs from 
the constructions built by human hands in that it will not one day 
suddenly collapse like a shoddily built house.8* Here can be perceived 
the first philosophical criterion which Philo uses to organize the doxo- 
graphy and the treatise as a whole, namely the admiration for the 
perfection of the cosmos. Philo agrees with Aristotle that indestructibility 
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is a fitting attribute for the marvellously constructed work of art which 
man is privileged to observe all around him. It must be observed, 
however, that, in presenting Aristotle’s argument against his oppo- 
nents, Philo concentrates on the possibility of the cosmos’ destruction. 
The reciprocal part of Aristotle’s doctrine, the uncreatedness of the 
cosmos, could perhaps be read into Aristotle’s accusation that the 
cosmos would be no different than mere yeipoxpnta, but it is not 
stressed as part of his ‘pious and religious spirit’.?° 

The transition to the third position in the doxography, that the 
cosmos is yevntoc Kai Go@8aptoc is made without any fuss or bother. 
The position is allowed to speak for itself, beginning with a quote 
from Plato’s Timaeus (Aet.13). The choice of this text, Tim.41a7-b6, 
is anything but random, despite the casual air of Philo’s doxographical 
waci. The importance of this text in Philo’s thought is matched by 
the frequency of its utilization in Middle Platonism.®® Philo finds 
elsewhere and here, the following doctrines compressed within its con- 
fines: (i) the creation of the cosmos by God; (ii) the basic validity 
of the axiom that all that is born must die; (111) the eternity of the 
cosmos guaranteed by God’s BovAnotsc; (iv) the intimate connection 
of the eternity of the cosmos with the doctrine of Divine Providence; 
(v) the task of the Logos as the deopndc¢ which holds the cosmos 
together.®’ Plato has realized that the cosmos, for all its impressive 
perfection, is not autonomous. It is dependent for its genesis on God’s 
goodness, for its preservation and indestructibility on God’s provi- 
dential care. Here Plato’s views are clearly superior, in Philo’s eyes, 
to those of Aristotle. A brief glance at the important text, De opificio 
mundi 7-12, will greatly clarify Philo’s intentions in the doxography. 
There he affirms that those who pronounce the cosmos uncreated and 
eternal not only show too much admiration for the cosmos and not 
enough for its creator, but also do not realize that they deny the 
doctrine of Divine Providence, since there can be no proper relation 
between that which has not truly been created and One who has not 
been its creator.2® Accordingly in the doxography Philo is careful to 
indicate (Aet.14) that he does not accept the views of those who 
interpret the Timaeus as not presenting the doctrine of a real creation 
but rather Aristotle’s doctrine in a didactic jacket.2? Such an inter- 
pretation undermines, in his view, the basic message of the Timaeus 
passage which he has quoted. 

On the basis of this Timaeus passage and the interpretative comments 
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which Philo appends to it, the second philosophical criterion used for 
the organization of the doxography and the treatise is brought to the 
fore (albeit in a rather subtle fashion), namely God's relation to the 
cosmos as its creator and providential maintainer. The first criterion 
proved inadequate because it was double-edged. One could have 
insufficient admiration for the cosmos as a perfect work of art, but 
also too much. Aristotle’s theology was not up to the standard of his 
cosmology. 

It may seem that we are extracting too much from the doxography, 
since Philo makes no explicit editorial comments on the third position. 
But he has not yet finished with his exposé of the proponents of the 
yéveoic Kai ap9apoia of the cosmos. He proceeds to mention the 
possibility that the poet Hesiod was the father of Plato’s. doctrine 
(Aet.17-8), not with the motive of discrediting Plato,?° but to illustrate 
a principle in the history of philosophy to which he attaches great 
significance, the principle of maior ex longinquo reverentia. The older 
a doctrine is, the more respectability it is likely to have and the more 
truth it is likely to contain.?’ In this way Philo can at last smoothly 
come to the 6d&a of the Jewish lawgiver, Moses, introduced ‘by an 
emphatic paKxpoic 5& ypovotc mpdotepov (Aer.19). One is expected, it 
seems, to recall the Jewish apologetic device of the ‘theft of the 
philosophers’.?? Philo implies that Moses is the source of inspiration 
for the doctrine that the cosmos is yevntdoc Kai dpSaptoc. At the 
very least he is a guarantee of its validity. Having now reached the 
end of the mpooipuov, Philo thus returns to the theme introduced in 
the exordium, that to some purified souls God has revealed the truth 
by special means of revelation. The Pentateuchal quotations vouch 
for the truth of the third opinion (although Philo, true to the metho- 
dology outlined in the exordium, is not about to embark on Biblical 
exegesis). In spite of the lack of direct editorial comments on the third 
opinion, we can be wholly certain that it represents Philo’s own view.?? 

We end this all too brief analysis of the doxography by drawing the 
conclusion that, far from fulfilling the perfunctory réle one might 
expect of a doxographical section in the 9éo1c, it has evidently been 
carefully thought out and organized. Philo has rearranged the tradi- 
tional doxographical material in such a way that it proceeds step by 
step in a hierarchical sequence to reach a fitting climax in the 60€a 
of Moses (a literary structural technique which he has also used else- 
where®*). Each 56&a is superior to the one that precedes it — in the 
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sequence, Democritus and Epicurus, Stoa, Aristotle, (Pythagoreans), 
Plato, (Hesiod), Moses.?> The two chief turning points of the doxo- 
graphy, from the first to the second, and from the second to the third 
opinion, are each motivated by a philosophical criterion based on 
systematic philosophical analysis, namely the admiration for the per- 
fection of the cosmos, and God’s relation to the cosmos as its creator 
and providential maintainer. We shall see that the philosophical judg- 
ments made in composing the doxography closely accord with his 
views on the subject elsewhere in his writings. But first it must be 
determined what the relation is between the mpooiptov as we have 
analysed it and the remainder of the treatise. 

We must return now to the sentence at Aet.20 which marks the 
transition from the mpooiptov to the long sequence of arguments at 
Aet.20-149. We saw earlier that from the grammatical point of view 
the sentence is ambiguous and is subject to two, or perhaps three, 
interpretations. It is this sentence which provides the reader of the 
treatise with his second surprise. After speaking of three positions in 
the doxography, Philo all of a sudden reverts back to two (made clear 
by the use of mpotépoug instead of mpm@touc).?° In the tripartite 
structure of the $éo1c, however, we would expect two, as is indicated 
by the parallels we adduced.°’ If the structure of the treatise is to 
become clear, Philo must show what two positions he will set out in 
detail, and how they are related to his doxography. The arguments to 
be presented first are tobc Gyévntov Kai Ge8aptov KataoKevalovtac 
AOyous, i.e. those of Aristotle and his followers. Then he adds the 
‘floating phrase’ Evexa tij¢ mpdco TOV Spatov <Yedv) aidods which 
has already drawn our attention. At this- point the interpretation of 
the sentence becomes critically important. 

The wording of the phrase evidently is meant to refer the reader 
back to the description of Aristotele’s reverence for the cosmos 
(Aet.10-11) and the first philosophical criterion used to organize the 
doxography.?® Let us recall our three alternative interpretations of 
the sentence.°? On the basis of the first (and grammatically least likely) 
interpretation Philo does not attempt to motivate his decision to start 
with these arguments but simply repeats the connection between the 
philosophical position of the dyevoia Kai apSapoia of the cosmos 
and the attitude of cosmic reverence as outlined in the doxography. 
On the basis of the second interpretation, Philo indicates that he 
himself subscribes to Aristotle’s attitude of ‘reverence towards the 
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visible god’ and for this reason the arguments on behalf of his 
viewpoint should be presented first. Philo is therefore giving open 
support for the philosophical criterion of the admiration of the cosmos, 
a fact which we could not have deduced from the doxography alone. 
The third interpretation of the sentence gives us another possibility. 
The Aristotelianizing arguments are presented first, not because they 
accord with Philo’s own viewpoint, but because their relative merits 
Justify giving them a first say. Merits relative to what, one might ask. 
Relative to the arguments in favour of the first position propounded 
especially by the Stoics. And what are the arguments that will be 
presented botépoug? Here is raised the vexed question of the nature 
and content of the missing third part, to which we will return later. 
Philo adds that he is in this way making an appropriate start (oixeiav 
apxtv AaBdvtacg) presumably because he is about to start off his 
arguments with four propounded by Aristotle himself, the chief pro- 
ponent of the opinion.!°° 

Just like Philo in his doxography, I have presented the alternative 
which seems to me most persuasive last. The significance of the 
philosophical analysis of the doxography is not restricted to the intro- 
duction, but is used to plan the structure of the entire treatise. In the 
doxography it was evident that Philo did not give his unreserved 
approval to the admiration shown by Aristotle towards the cosmos 
because the Stagirite did not recognize the implication of the cosmos’ 
dependence on a transcendent cause. Thus also here we do not have 
to credit Philo with an attitude of unqualified ‘reverence towards the 
visible god’ which cannot be paralleled elsewhere in his writings.'°! 
Aristotle’s view has a commendable aspect, which becomes particularly 
apparent when arguing against the Stoic position, but it is not Philo’s 
own view. Also the problem which has troubled generations of com- 
mentators, namely whether Philo as a practising Jew would not feel 
qualms in describing the cosmos as a ‘visible god’, falls away, since 
the phrase is presented as Aristotle’s rather than Philo’s.’°? Of the other 
two interpretations the first is, from the viewpoint of the meaning, quite 
plausible and definitely to be preferred above the second. This inter- 
pretation — the one found in all translations of the work — is positively 
misleading because it encourages the reader to conclude that the 
arguments which follow have received Philo’s support, whereas in 
fact he is only reporting them. In the light of these results we 
consider the claim justified that the misinterpretation of this short 
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sentence has been one of the crucial factors which have led scholars 
to a misinterpretation of Philo’s intentions in the treatise as a whole. 

The remainder of the extant part of the De aeternitate mundi is devoted 
to the long sequence of arguments introduced as tovc ayévntov Kai 
aosaptov KatacKkevacovtas AOyouc. As Reinhardt saw, KataoKevd- 
Ceiw is the terminus technicus for the presentation of arguments in a 
Séotc.'°° Philo has undertaken to collect a series of arguments on 
behalf of the Gyevnoia and ag3apoia of the cosmos and present them 
in as persuasive a manner as possible. He is doing precisely what was 
expected in the disputatory method of the genre of the $éo1c. Because 
of the investigation we have made into the literary background of the 
treatise, we are now in a position to refine the statement of Colson 
quoted earlier.'°* It is not only Philo’s way to reproduce with all his 
vigour opinions and doctrines which he is really going to controvert 
later, it is the way of the $éo1c which Philo has taken over for his own 
ends. It is a convention of the disputatory genre that the use of the 
first person in putting forward arguments does not necessarily mean 
the expression of one’s own personal opinions. Other literary features 
of the second part of the treatise can now be placed in perspective, that 
the arguments so often begin and end with introductory and concluding 
phrases added by the author to keep them separated, that no attempt 
is made to build up a coherent body of argument that defends the 
proposition in a systematic way, that it is difficult to separate source 
material from Philo’s own additions, that a number of obvious and 
seemingly careless repetitions are encountered.'°° These are not signs 
of youth, inexperience or haste, but acceptable consequences of the 
literary method Philo has chosen. This is of course not to say that the 
work is a literary masterpiece. We can hardly disagree with Colson 
when he remarks that the citation of a poetic quote three times in a 
106 

A detailed examination of the arguments which Philo presents is 
not possible within the scope of this article. We will confine ourselves 
to a few generalizing remarks. Just as in the doxography Aristotle is 
used to oppose the Stoa, so also the Aristotelianizing arguments are 
used to controvert the Stoic position, with a good dose of polemic 
thrown in.'®’ It is noteworthy that most of the arguments are con- 
cerned with intra-cosmic or immanent causes and events, 1.e. the level 
on which we would expect Stoics and Peripatetics to dispute with each 
other. Only three of the twenty four arguments refer to God in his 
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capacity as creator or maintainer of the cosmos, and even in these his 
transcendence is not stressed.'°8 It would be absurd to say that this 
merely reflects the nature of Philo’s sources. The theme of reverence 
for the cosmos is recalled to mind when the arguments at regular 
intervals focus on the imminent death threatening the cosmos and its 
parts as the result of the godless opinions of the philosophers.!°? 
Finally it must be observed that, although the arguments are meant 
to prove both the ayevnoia and the dp8apoia of the cosmos, emphasis 
is chiefly placed on the latter aspect in the actual arguments them- 
selves,''® reinforcing our belief that the question of the yéveoic tot 
KOopov plays only a subordinate réle in the purpose of the treatise. 

How, then, are we to evaluate Philo’s position in relation to the 
sequence of arguments which he has put forward? We believe that 
Philo does not support these arguments and that they cannot be quoted 
as representing his considered opinion. Commentators have been led 
astray by the conviction with which they are presented and the use 
of the first person. Philo finds the arguments useful for the preliminary 
task of refuting the inanities of the Stoa, but, as he has subtly indicated 
in the introduction, they are not without shortcomings of their, own. 
Therefore we disagree with all the commentators who consider that 
Philo is persuaded of the validity of these arguments.''' Especially to 
be rejected is the suggestion of Weiss that Philo, in reworking his 
source material, allowed many statements with which he disagreed 
to remain standing, for the reason that philosophical consistency was 
not high on his list of priorities and his aim in writing the treatise was 
apologetic rather than philosophical and systematic.!'? Also to be 
rejected is the verdict of Cumont and Arnaldez that Philo considers 
the Aristotelianizing arguments that the cosmos is uncreated in time 
and eternal to be philosophically valid and necessary as far as they 
go, but from the theological point of view inadequate.''* Their view- 
point is, however, subtle and well thought out. In order to set out our 
objections to it we must now place our discussion in a wider context. 

It is necessary first to pose the central question — is the position 
which Philo presents in the doxography as his own view on the subject 
of the indestructibility (and the coming into being) of the cosmos in 
the De aeternitate mundi, as we have interpreted it, the same as that 
found in the rest of his writings? The answer must emphatically be 
given in the affirmative, as will become evident in a brief survey of 
relevant passages located in the Corpus Philonicum. 
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The question of the yéveoic/ayevnoia and o§$opa/ao8apoia of the 
cosmos is one of the most basic questions of philosophy, initiated when 
man uses his gift of sight to look at the movements of the heavenly 
beings.''* It is one of those questions on which philosophers and 
sophists are bitterly divided, thereby showing the hopelessness of their 
quest for the truth.''® Philo’s answer is that which he gives in the 
doxography, and he repeats it over and over again — the cosmos has 
been created and should in theory come to an end, but is preserved 
from destruction by the will and providence of its creator.'!!® The 
theory that the cosmos consumes itself and is reborn in an eternally 
recurring cycle is nothing but myth-making tepatodoyia.!’? A dis- 
tinction is made between the heavenly beings who receive direct 
immortality, and man in the sublunary sphere, who as an individual 
perishes but as a race receives immortality.''® As biblical exegete Philo 
discusses on numerous occasions the theme of divine punishment 
applied on a cosmic scale, but always in terms of natural disasters or 
Sendata in parts of the cosmos, and not in terms of a universal 
eschatological perspective.!'° Those who do consider the cosmos un- 
created and eternal fail to recognize God’s providence and are filled 
with godless arrogance. Such were the builders of the tower of Babel, 
who were duly punished with total confusion.'?° 

Also the way in which the two philosophical criteria are used to 
structure the doxography is indubitably Philonic. Philo on many 
occasions reveals his admiration for the cosmos as a work of art in 
lyrical descriptions of its perfection.!?! But invariably admiration of 
the cosmos either leads to or is accompanied by recognition of and 
admiration for its creator.!?* Philo’s thought can thus be summarized 
as follows — true piety entails an attitude of relative admiration for the 
cosmos as God’s created handiwork and absolute admiration for God 
as creator and ruler of the cosmos. Characteristic is the passage at 
Plant. 126-31. God in his goodness confers benefits on his creation, and 
all that his creation can do in reply is to give thanks and praise, ‘‘so 
that high honour may be given both to the creator and the cosmos, 
the one, as someone has said, the best of causes, the other the most 
perfect of created things”’.!?? Another significant parallel to the thought 
of our treatise is the confrontation between Moses and the Chaldeans 
at Migr.178-84. The Chaldeans were impressed with the unity and 
concord of the cosmos and thought it to be either God or to contain 
God as its soul. Moses endorses the doctrine of cosmic sympathy but 
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strongly disagrees with their theology. The cosmos is not the first God, 
but is held together by God’s powers, while God the creator is wholly 
transcendent. Just as Abraham migrates from Chaldea to the promised 
land, so in De aeternitate mundi the movement is from the doctrines of 
the Stoa and Aristotle to those of Plato and Moses.'?* Significant also 
is how often Philo associates the themes of admiration for the cosmos 
and its creator and the genesis and indestructibility of the cosmos with 
the theme of Divine Providence and the images of God as xuBepvntng, 
Hvioxoc, Epopoc,and so on.'?° There are indications, however, that 
Philo’s conception of God’s providential maintenance of the cosmos 
differs from that found in Platonic philosophy in that it does not flow 
automatically as it were from God’s nature (as if God is restricted by 
how man reasons about him).'*© The cosmos is preserved through 
God’s mercy.!27 Men must come as suppliants to the creator to ask 
for perpetuity of his works.'?® The doctrine of the indestructibility of 
the cosmos must not be affirmed at the expense of, but rather as the 
consequence of the doctrine of God’s omnipotence.!?? 

Conversely, arguments and statements which claim that the cosmos 
is indestructible on purely immanent and non-theological grounds (1.e. 
parallel to the arguments in Aet.20—-149) are not to be found in Philo’s 
writings. At Her.152 the cosmos is eternally preserved because of the 
proportional mixture and distribution of its elements, but the statement 
occurs in a passage discussing the activity of the Divine Logos. For 
Philo the immanent bond that holds the cosmos together is the Logos 
and/or the Divine powers,'!*° but this doctrine is nowhere to be found 
in the Aristotelianizing arguments of De aeternitate mundi. 

Is there, then, any reason to follow the viewpoint of Cumont and 
Arnaldez and conclude that Philo is nevertheless sympathetic towards 
the arguments that assert the cosmos’ &yevyoia and ap8apoia, because 
they can help him solve the problem of the relation of the creation of 
the cosmos to the concept of ‘time. We believe not. Philo is not wholly 
consistent on the question but the main lines of his thought are clear. 
On the authority of Moses (Gen.1:14-18) and Plato (Tim.37d-38c), 
Philo maintains that God is the creator of time and that time came 
into being with the cosmos.'*! As he vividly says, if the cosmos is God’s 
(younger) son, then time is his grandson.'*? There can be absolutely 
no doubt that Philo considered the creation of the cosmos to have been 
a real event that actually took place.'** He likes to use the Platonic 
phrase Gpx1) yevéosws to indicate such a beginning.'** We are even 
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told that the creation took place on the vernal equinox, although it 
is not possible to deduce how many years ago the event occurred.!3° 
But on the question of whether one can say that the cosmos was 
created in time, Philo is strictly speaking not consistent.'*° Certainly, 
however, there is no reason whatever to conclude that Philo is tempted 
to incline towards the view of a creatio aeterna which allows a com- 
promise with Aristotle’s affirmation of the uncreatedness of the cosmos 
and a reconciliation of the doctrines of Plato and Aristotle. Indeed the 
explicit rejection of an Aristotelianizing interpretation of the Timaeus 
at Aet.14-15 appears to have been included for the very purpose of 
refuting this view in advance. Cumont and Arnaldez have been misled 
into thinking that the question of time and genesis is much more 
important than it actually is in the context of the treatise’s aims. Only 
one of the twenty-four arguments, Aet.52-4, concerns the question 
of time, and it maintains a viewpoint that cannot be paralleled in 
Philo’s writings.!37 It is another indication that Philo does not himself 
subscribe to the arguments he is presenting in Ae?.20-149. It must be 
repeated that the question of the yéveoic of the cosmos only plays 
a subordinate rdle in the De aeternitate mundi. In fact it is only 
introduced because it allows Philo to distinguish sharply between two 
very different kinds of &égSapoia with very different theological impli- 
cations. 

One question remains and it is the most enigmatic of all. What did 
Philo write in the section of the treatise which is no longer extant? 
We saw that a tripartite structure was common in the genre of the 
Séo01c. Moreover the final sentence of the treatise, — & pév obv nepi 
apSapociacs tod Kdopov Tapeinoauev, sipntat kata dvvapiv’ tac 5é 
TpOc Exkaotov évavtimoEeic Ev TOic Eneita SnAMwtEOV (Aet.150) — is 
similar in formulation and function to the single sentences in the two 
parallel treatises outlined above which effect a transition to the third 
part of the S€o01c.'38 The sentence on its own, however, is laconic and 
rather imprecise, so that ‘from it alone we can gain no real clue about 
the contents of the missing part.'*° As Arnaldez rightly points out, any 
conjectural reconstruction must wholly depend on the hypotheses one 
has made concerning Philo’s intentions in what has preceded.'*° But 
the question is important enough to justify a certain amount of 
speculation. 

Four possible solutions to the mystery have been brought forward. 
The first is the simplest. The sequel was never written! Several scholars 
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have toyed with the idea, though it is of course impossible to prove.'* 
If we are correct in asserting that Ae?.20-149 does not represent Philo’s 
own viewpoint, it would seem most unlikely that he would leave the 
work unfinished with his own point of view stated only in the mpooipiov 
and further left undiscussed. A second possibility, which suggests that in 
the missing section Philo would have defended his own view that the 
cosmos was yevntoc Kai p8aptdc, does not deserve serious discussion, 
totally ignoring as it does the réle of the doxography in the construction 
of the treatise.'*?,A third suggestion is actually a variant of the second, 
that Philo in the missing section would have presented arguments 
opposite to those in Aet.20—149 (arguments defending the Stoic position 
that the cosmos was yevyntdc Kai @Saptdc) but that he would have 
made clear, as he did in the doxography, that he did not support 
them.'*? From the point of view of the genre of the Séotc such a 
procedure would be surprising but possible.'** The wording of the 
final sentence (Aet.150), which can be read as meaning that the author 
has finished discussing the subject of GgSapoia and will pass on now 
to opposite arguments (évavtwoetc), might appear to favour this 
solution. But on the basis of our interpretation it meets with the 
formidable objection that Philo will in fact at no stage present his own 
viewpoint. The treatise would then amount to no more than a purely 
‘academic’ exercise, but that is not the impression we gain from the 
way it starts off in the first twenty sections. 

Thus the only plausible suggestion is the one that remains, namely 
that in the missing part Philo presents the view which he made clear 
was his own in the doxography, that the cosmos is G@Saptos but at the 
same time also yevntdc. This solution is consistent with our view that 
the doxography represents Philo’s considered opinions on the subject 
of the &p9apoia tod KdcpoUu and that itis used to organize the 
structure of the treatise. Moreover it concurs with the method of the 
genre of the Séotc, in which, if two opposing groups of arguments are 
set out, the second is normally the stronger. The majority of scholars 
have favoured this solution, but without being at all specific about 
what the missing section may have contained.'** A number of 
comments need to be made. ; 

Although Philo will be defending the position that the cosmos is 
yevntos Kai &p9aptos, it is not at all probable that the emphasis will 
now fall on the subject of the yéveoic tot Koopov. As was stated in the 
introduction, the treatise has as its theme the question of the dgSapoia 
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tod KOopov. Philo will only broach the subject of the creation of the 
cosmos inasmuch as he needs it to elucidate his views on its indestruc- 
tibility. The length of the final section cannot be estimated with any 
certainty. One would expect a response of at least equal length, but in 
the dialogue De animalibus (which as we saw has a Séo1c structure’*°) 
Philo’s reply is much shorter than the speech which he refutes. Another 
question which must be raised but to which no certain answer can be 
given is whether the final section would have contained only negative 
arguments (as announced at Aet.150) against those presented in Aet. 
20-149, or whether Philo would have launched into positive arguments 
which represented and clarified his own position. The formulation tdc 
TPOG EkaoTOV EvavtiMoEts at Aet.150 is too vague and can be inter- 
preted in either direction.1*’ Moreover, would Philo have retained 
the literary structure of a sequence of arguments loosely strung together, 
or would he now have preferred to present a coherent, systematically 
organized line of reasoning on the subject? His use of the genre of the 
Sécic points to the former, but we cannot be wholly certain. Finally 
it is pertinent to raise the question of whether in the missing sequel 
Philo would have continued to draw on philosophical arguments 
similar to those in Aet.20-149, or whether he would have embarked on 


- biblical exegesis. In our opinion the statement in the exordium that the 


treatise will remain on the level of a pipnpa tic GAnSeiac is decisive 
for the settling of this question. Thus in its avoidance of exegetical 
exposition the De aeternitate mundi would have remained similar to 
the other so-called philosophical treatises.'*® But emphatically this 
does not mean that the figure of Moses has departed from the scene. 
The presence of the Jewish lawgiver continues to dominate the treatise 
precisely because he had reached the very summit of philosophy'*? and 
is the guarantor for the validity of Plato’s and Philo’s viewpoint on the 
treatise’s subject.'>° 

Our speculations on the actual content of the final section will be 
brief and will aim at being consistent with our interpretation of Philo’s 
philosophical analysis as revealed in the doxography and also with 
our interpretation of his attitude towards the Aristotelianizing argu- 
ments in the second part. It can be held probable that Philo would 
have pointed out the shortcomings of the many arguments which 
contended that the cosmos is indestructible on account of its adtapKeia 
or autonomous existence. The statement that the cosmos is the cause 
of its own subsistence (Aet.70) is radically deficient. For its existence 
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it is dependent on a transcendent cause, God its creator and protector. 
Nor can it be said that the cosmos cannot undergo destruction because 
there is no internal or external cause mighty enough to destroy it 
(Aet.20-24). There is a third possibility — it will perish because of its 
own intrinsic nature.'*' Philo would in all probability have appealed 
to the stern Eleatic principle that all that is born must die, or, in terms 
of Plato’s phraseology in Tim.4la-b, nav de9év AvtOv. The argument 
at Aet.27 requires drastic revision. The fact that dyevnoia is consequent 
upon dg9apoia through @voiky &koAov9ia would not be denied,'>? 
but the pair of attributes are not applicable to the cosmos. The cosmos 
is @voOEL yEvNntOc and in theory should be subject to d1dAvotc. The 
appeal to Plato’s Timaeus at Aet.25—27 in order to show that the 
cosmos is immune to destruction is in vain,’*? for Tim.32c-33a is 
overtrumped by 7im.4la-b.1°** If the cosmos has had a beginning, 
also time cannot be considered without beginning or end (Aet.53). 
Then it would not be ypdvoc but aiwv, an attribute of God and the 
noetic world. 

We cannot be sure whether Philo would have switched from 
Opposition to a presentation of positive arguments of his own. If he 
did so, it is instructive to compare the first section of De Providentia I, 
where he attacks those who posit the uncreatedness and indestructibility 
of the cosmos because they effectively deny the existence of Providence. 
It is especially intriguing to speculate whether he might have used the 
Stoicizing arguments which are briefly (and perfunctorily) refuted at 
Aet. 143-4, but are used to good effect in Prov. I 9-19.1°° If the parts 
of the cosmos have come into being and are subject to decay and 
destruction, also the whole will be threatened with total dissolution. 
The fact that Stoicizing arguments are used to bolster a Platonizing 
position would not trouble Philo.'°° The arguments demonstrate in 
a dramatic way the crucial importance of the doctrine of God’s provi- 
dential care, which counters and holds in check the forces of disso- 
lution. It has been suggested that Philo, instead of writing the sequel 
to our extant version of De aeternitate mundi, wrote De Providentia I 
in its place.'57 The suggestion seems unlikely.'*® Nevertheless the 
contents of that treatise (and especially its many proofs for the existence 
of Providence) could well form a guide to the positive arguments that 
Philo developed in the missing section, with the proviso that the 
chief emphasis must have remained on the subject of the d@9apoia of 
the cosmos. Philo may also have raised the problem of how the cosmos 
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is bound together by God’s providential activity. What is the imma- 
nent deoudc of God's transcendent BovAnotc (cf. Tim.41b4-5)? In the 
exegetical works the answer lies in the activity of the Logos and the 
Divine powers.'*? But in the philosophical treatises he is reticent 
about introducing these aspects of his thought,!®°° and we cannot be 
sure that he would have raised the subject here. It is certain that 
Philo would not have introduced the doctrine of a creatio aeterna 
as a positive argument in his sequel, the solution envisaged by Cumont 
and Arnaldez. This for the reasons discussed at length above. There- 
fore the French scholar is not justified in weakening the force of 
évavtiaosic at Aer.150 to ‘nos désaccords relatifs 4 chaque point” in 
order to accommodate his own interpretation.'®' Even though both 
sets of arguments support the position of the cosmos’ indestructibility, 
Philo can speak of ‘opposition’ because he is persuaded of the radical 
deficiency of the arguments presented in Aet.20-149. 

It is apparent, therefore, that the most plausible reconstruction of 
De aeternitate mundi is that after an introductory section Philo presented 
two sets of arguments in favour of the indestructibility of the cosmos, 
the one set arguing in favour of its Gyevnoia and do8apoia, the other 
on behalf of its yéveoic and agSapoia. This structure was clearly 
foreshadowed and introduced in the doxography. If so, the paradoxical 
situation emerges that Philo, although certainly utilizing the genre of 
the Séo1c, has not adhered to its most basic feature, namely that the 
two series of arguments should argue for and against the proposition 
which forms the subject of the dispute. In a 9éo1¢ on the subject ci 
GpSaptos 6 KOGpLOG One would expect one side supporting the destruc- 
tibility of the cosmos, the other its indestructibility. This is not to 
suggest, in retrospect, that the genre and structure of the Séotc are 
irrelevant to our treatise. On the contrary. Philo has, in fact, rather 
subtly adapted the basic structure of the 9€o1¢ to the philosophical 
exigencies of his subject. Instead of having only two positions, where 
the second defeats the first, he has unfolded three positions, using the 
second to refute the first and the third to triumph over the second, 
while the basic disputatory structure of the Séo1¢ remains basically 
intact. The conclusion is permissible that Philo was more interested 
in doing justice to the philosophical problematics of his theme than 
in strictly adhering to the rules of the disputatory genre. 

Can we agree with Arnaldez that the treatise is “un ouvrage trés 
bien construit et agencé’”’?!©? With respect to the overall design and 
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the philosophical analysis behind that design we can certainly assent. 
But at crucial points in the structure of the piece, namely at Aet.13,20, 
150, Philo becomes brief and cryptic to the point of being obscure. 
Possibly he reckoned on a greater familiarity with the literary form 
he uses than we now possess. When this deficiency on our part is 
added to the fact that the final section is lost, it can no longer be 
considered surprising that the treatise has been so long and often so 
radically misunderstood. 


> 


5. Towards a reappraisal of Philo’s philosophical treatises 

Although the problems of interpreting Philo’s treatise De aeternitate 
mundi are considerable, the main problem of its interpretation can be 
resolved if close attention is paid to three aspects which we have 
studied in this article: (1) the conventions of the literary genre of 
the Séo01¢ which Philo has adapted to his own’ purpose; (2) the 
organisatory rdle that the doxography at Aet.7-19 plays in the 
structure of the work; (3) the correct interpretation of the enigmatic 
sentence at Aet.20 which introduces the long sequence of arguments 
in the second part of the treatise. It is beyond all reasonable doubt 
that the contents of the treatise, if interpreted correctly, are wholly in 
line with Philo’s thought as it is found in the remainder of his writings. 
The arguments at Aet.20—-149 which, if taken as Philonic, have caused 
scholars so many headaches, do not represent his true thought. He 
presents them as the arguments of others, although finding them useful 
for refuting the theologically even more inadequate views of the Stoa. 
Because the arguments defending Philo’s own position are lost, the 
treatise’s contribution to Philonism must be found above all in the 
first twenty paragraphs. A corollary is that the content of Aet.20-149 
should not unreservedly be ‘quoted as Philo’s own opinions, even 
though the manner of expression is indubitably Philonic. 

On the basis of these results the question of the relation of the 
De aeternitate mundi to Philo’s other writings, and especially to the 
exegetical treatises, becomes all the more urgent. Philo’s purpose and 
intentions in writing it are not made explicit. Its ‘academic’ presentation 
conceals the occasion, discussion or person which motivated it. We 
can only conjecture whether it was written for Alexandrian intellectuals, 
proselytes, fellow Jews (perhaps his nephew Alexander), or even maybe 
solely for himself. Pohlenz has suggested that it forms a kind of sequel 
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or appendix to the De opificio mundi, where the same problem area is 
discussed. The subject was so important and the philosophical material 
so copious that a separate monograph was required.'®? Daniélou sees 
important points of contact between the treatise and the Exposition 
of the Law, which he thinks was written for non-Jews in the decade 
30-40 A.D.'°* Both suggestions lack conviction, however, because 
they do not take into account the fact that in our treatise Philo 
deliberately avoids his usual practice of concentrating on biblical 
exegesis. '©° 

No matter for whom or for what occasion Philo wrote the treatise, 
we have seen that he considered it worthwhile to devote some of his 
time to a systematic philosophical handling of a theme which he 
obviously thought important but which was not often explicitly men- 
tioned in the Pentateuch. The treatise may therefore present us with 
evidence of Philo’s educational and intellectual milieu, but more im- 
portantly it gives us insight into an aspect of his own preoccupations. 
This is a result of some importance at a time when Philonic scholarship 
is (rightly) coming to the realization that Philo was above all an 
exegete of scripture and used philosophy primarily for the purpose 
of illuminating the Law of Moses.'®°® Such a view need not entail, in 
our opinion, that he rejected the method of philosophy as an intrin- 
sically valid, if limited, manner of reflecting on the nature of God and 
the worlds of intelligible and perceptible reality. Indeed we have seen 
that he was prepared to utilize it also for himself, in a manner that was 
certainly not irrelevant to his exegetical and religious preoccupations 
elsewhere.'®°’ To assert dogmatically without the support of any 
evidence that the De aeternitate mundi is a youthful work reflecting 
the (immature) period of Philo’s philosophical studies is to beg the 
entire question of the relation between exegesis and philosophy in 
Philo’s achievement. 

A fortiori these remarks apply to the group of the philosophical 
treatises as a whole. Although they have long been drawn upon as a 
fertile source of evidence for ancient philosophy and Hellenistic 
culture, in Philonic studies they have suffered an unreasonable neglect. 
Insufficient account has been taken of the special evidence which they 
provide in the attempt to construct a general picture of Philo. Doubtless 
a contributing factor to this neglect has been the severe philological 
difficulties encountered in the three ‘Armenian’ treatises.!°® A solution 
to these difficulties is a first requirement, which it is to be hoped will 
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be fulfilled soon.'®? The time is drawing nigh, we consider, for a 
reappraisal of the philosophical treatises and what they contribute to 
our knowledge of Philo as a many-sided writer and thinker. 
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phil.-hist.Kl. 1942 412-5; J. Daniélou, Philon d'Alexandrie (Paris 1958) 71-5. In a 
forthcoming article in Aufstieg und Niedergang des rémischen Welt Prof. A. Terian 
(Andrews University, U.S.A.) will endeavour to show that the dialogues must be dated 
to the closing years of Philo’s life. 

21 Cf. Prov.I 6-36, Prov.II 45-60. 

22 At Aet.77 we read od yap vedtNt0G GAAG yipws Ta Gepva Kai Neptpaynta Sudeiv... 
Admittedly the contrast between youth and old age was a topos (cf. Somn.1 10-11), but 
its presence is less likely in a youthful work. More ‘schoolmasterish’ is the remark at 
Aet.132 avayxaiov S€ npdg thv tooabtnyv ebpeotdoyiav dnavtijoat ph Tic TOV 
anEipotépwv évdovc bnax9f], very reminiscent of the solicitude which Philo shows for 
Alexander’s mistaken opinions at Prov.II 85-6,98,1 13-6. 

23° Cf. A.D. Nock CR 57 (1943) 78. ‘Accordingly, Prov. and Alex. may be dated near 30, 
and Aet. probably goes with them”. 

24 A fine example of the use of the genetic method at H. Leisegang, Art. ‘Philo’ 
RE XX.1 (1949) 5-6; cf. also Cumont xv who thinks Philo may have changed his mind 
on the subject of the indestructibility of the cosmos; for an example of the use of 
psychological criteria cf. Wendland (op.cit. n. 16) 2, ““dasz er eine solche, man k6énnte 
fast sagen griechische Periode in seiner Entwicklung durchgemacht hat... musste man 
vorauszetzen, um die Genesis seines spateren Systems psychologisch zu erklaren...”’. For 
critical comments on both the use of the genetic method and the tendency to psycholo- 
gism, see Nikiprowetzky (1977) 192-4, 240. I surmise that Nikiprowetzky nevertheless 
wishes to retain an early date for the philosophical treatises because otherwise they do 
not fit in so well with his main thesis that Philo is first and foremost a commentator on 
scripture. 

25 E.g. O. Stahlin, Griechischer Literaturgeschichte (Miinchen ©1921) 628, “eine noch 
etwas unbeholfene Jugendarbeit Philon’s”; an exception must be made for the view 
of Arnaldez, cf. below p. 138 and n. 95. 

26 Cumont xi-xv. The trouble with Cumont’s study is that it is too clever and inventive. 
He is interested above all in demonstrating the authenticity of Aet., and so marshalls 
as many arguments as he can. Thus he says at xv that if one does not accept his solution 
to the philosophical problem, two possibilities still remain, (i) that Philo as so often 
is simply being inconsistent, (ii) that he changed his mind as he grew older. Accordingly 
it is not easy precisely to pin down Cumont’s point of view. 
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27 


Cumont appeals to remarks at Opif. 26-8, Leg. I 2-3, Deus 31, Prov. 1 7. Texts 
such as Opif. 7 and Fug. 12 bring him into difficulties - hence the escape routes noted 
in n. 26. 

28 Arnaldez 28-30, 68-9. 

29 It must be borne in mind that Philo is drawing his information on Aristotle (either 
directly or via another source) from the lost De philosophia and not from his scholastic 
works. It is probable that in this dialogue Aristotle espoused a creatio aeterna and not 
the maturer doctrine of the De caelo. See J. Pépin, Théologie cosmique et théologie 
chrétienne (Paris 1964) 472-92; B. Effe, Studien zur Kosmologie und Theologie der 
Aristotelischen Schrift ‘Uber die Philosophie’. Zetemata 50 (Miinchen 1970) 7-23. Thus 
the passage from Zacharias of Mytilene which speaks of an didiov dSnpiovpyiKod 
aitiov — quoted .by Cumont xii in order to prove that Philo held this position — is 
derived from Aristotle’s De philosophia via Porphyry, and not from Philo as Cumont 
suggests (cf. M. Baltes, Die Weltentstehung des platonischen Timaios nach den antiken 
Interpreten. Philosophia Antiqua XXX (Leiden 1976) 192-207). 

30H. Leisegang, ‘Philons Schrift tiber die Ewigkeit der Welt’, Philologus 92 (1937) 
156-76 (summary in his RE article cited above n. 24). ; 

3! Leisegang (1937) 166. 

32. Cf. the sound comments of Arnaldez 34-7. 

33° Colson (op.cit. n. 8) 173-4. 

34 Colson 174. 

35 Cf. the vague comments of Cohn (art.cit. n. 4) 389, “seine Ubungsarbeiten im philo- 
sophischen Stil’’, and Pohlenz (art. cit. n. 20) 411, “hier behandelt Philon philosophische 
Probleme ganz in der Weise der Griechen”’. For a sound discussion of the literary genre 
of Quod omnis probus liber sit, see M. Petit, Quod omnis probus liber sit. Les euvres de 
Philon d’Alexandrie (ed. Arnaldez-Mondésert-Pouilloux) 28 (Paris 1974) 39-43. 

36 The similarity was noted by Von Arnim (1888) 102, Leisegang (1937) 165 and others, 
but has not been exploited. Text at Colson III 284-304. 

>? The typology of Noah as 6 dixatog is based on scripture (Gen. 6:9). From there it 
is only a short step to the Greek philosophical conception of the sods. 

38 There has been much dispute concerning the source of the treatise, cf. Colson III 
209 (who omits to say that substantial parts have been claimed for Aristotle’s lost 
Symposium; cf. V. Rose, Aristoteles qui ferebantur librorum fragmenta (Leipzig 1886, 
repr. 1967) 99-101). 

39 Von Arnim (1888) 109-14; Colson III 498; cf. also W.J. Schmidt, Nepi pé9nc: een 
onderzoek naar de Griekse opvattingen over de dronkenschap (diss. Leiden 1947) 50, whose 
view is similar to Colson’s. 

40 I have assumed that the structure of the treatise was tripartite (thus almost wholly 
parallel to the De aeternitate mundi). Colson III 211 thinks that we possess only the 
supporter’s speech (including arguments professing to meet those of the opponent) and 
that the opponent’s speech is wholly lost. The words of Plant. 175, which speak of tovdc 
TO Evavtiov KatacKevatovtas and a dika1otatn Kpioic, seem to me to indicate that 
the break between the pro and contra arguments occurs at that point. Philo does not, 
however, give the contra arguments a free hand, but, as he himself tells us at Plant. 176, 
refutes them straight away, presumably for the sake of economy. For other examples of 
Hellenistic philosophical treatises with a similar structure, cf. 1. Heinemann, Poseidonios’ 
metaphysische Schriften (Breslau 1928, repr. 1968) II 97-9. 
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41° Text at W.C. Helmbold, Plutarch’s Moralia. LCL XII (London 1957) 290-307. The 
authenticity of the treatise has been frequently questioned; cf. the scathing attack by 
F. H. Sandbach, CQ 33 (1939) 198-202. He reserves the possibility, however, that Plutarch 
himself wrote it as a parody or when a schoolboy! 

42 Also very similar in form and structure to the two parallels which I have adduced 
is the first of Tyrwhitt’s fragments of Plutarch’s Moralia, Motepov wuyxfis  oopatoc 
éniSupia Kai AOAH (text at F.H. Sandbach, Plutarch’s Moralia. LCL XV Fragments 
(London 1969) 32-59, also considered pseudonymous). It is not, however, so rigidly 
divided into two opposing sets of arguments. 

43 On the subject of the Séo1c I have relied heavily on the excellent monograph of 
H. Throm, Die Thesis. Rhetorische Studien 17 (Paderborn 1932). Cf. also H. Lausberg, 
Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik (Miinchen 1960) I 69-73; A. Michel, Rhétorique et 
Philosophie chez Cicéron (Paris 1960) 211-9. The relation of the De aeternitate mundi to 
the genre of the 9éot¢ was pointed out en passant by Reinhardt (op.cit. n. 16) 212-4 
(though not wholly correctly, cf. Throm 78). Reinhardt’s remarks appear to have been 
overlooked by subsequent interpreters of the treatise. 

44 Rhetores Graeci (ed. Spengel) If 120.13-17; cf. Hermogenes, ibid. 17.10ff., Aphtho- 
nius, ibid. 49.14 ff. 

45 Further examples at Throm 78-9. An exhaustive list has, to my knowledge, never 
been compiled. 

46 For the evidence on which this brief historical survey is based, cf. Throm esp. 160-89. 
Philo always speaks in very general terms about his rhetorical and philosophical training, 
so that we cannot determine with any certainty how he obtained it and can only deduce 
its nature and extent from the evidence in his works; cf. the excellent article of M. 
Alexandre, ‘La culture profane chez Philon’, Philon d'Alexandrie. Actes du colloque 
national Lyon 11-15 septembre 1966 (Paris 1967) 105-130, esp. 114-5 where the 9éo1¢ 
is discussed without actually described as such. A word must be said about the so-called 
genre of the diatptpy. It is one of Throm’s main theses that the genre of the diatptBn, 
as postulated by Wendland and others, is in fact not a separate genre at all, but a 
subsection of the Séo01¢ as worked out on a popularizing level. This view is important 
for an understanding of Philo’s works, since he is considered to supply significant 
evidence for the diatpiBh; cf. A. Michel, ‘Quelques aspects de la rhétorique chez 
Philon’, ibid. 81-101. But it must be added that Throm’s theory, despite the strength 
of his arguments, has not found universal acceptance and one still frequently finds the 
diatribe mentioned as an independent genre (e.g. A. Lesky, Geschichte der griechischen 
Literatur (Bern 71971) 755, 919). 

*7 Cf. Cicero, De orat. III 80, Tusc. disp. 11 9, Fin. 11 2; also Plutarch, Sroic.Rep. 10 
1036Bff., Quintilian, Jnst.Or. HI 5 5 etc. 

48 Cf. the examples given in the rhetors mentioned at n. 44 and also the remarks of 
Reinhardt 213-4, A.-J. Festugiére, La révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste (Paris 1945-54) 
II 414. 

49 This does not mean we have an argument here in favour of the Jugendschrift theory. 
As Marrou has pointed out, in Greek culture after Isocrates the line between ‘school’ 
and ‘real life’ becomes more and more blurred (H.-I. Marrou, A history of education 
in antiquity (Eng. trans. London 1956) 204). Philo would have continued to use literary 
forms which he had learnt in his grammatical and rhetorical training. 

5° Aristotle, Topica I 14 105b25 (ndtepov 6 Kdcpo0s¢ aidtos H Ot); Quintilian, Jnst.Or. 
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VIT 2 2 (ut in generalibus, an atomorum concursu mundus sit effectus, an providentia 
regatur, an sit aliquando casurus). 

5! That the two dialogues are based on the Séoic genre is obvious: De Providentia II 
on the proposition et Eottv fh mpdvota (cf. Cicero, De nat.deor. I] 4-72, Sex.Emp., 
Ady. Phys. 1 13-193, Theon, RA.Gr. II 126.3-128.3 Sp.); De animalibus on the proposition 
6tt TOV Adyov Exet ta GAoya (cf. the two treatises in Plutarch’s Moralia 9S9E-992E). 
Quod omnis probus liber sit has as its subject the proposition of a 9éo1c, 611 Mas 6 kotEtos 
éAevSepoc (Prob. 1, cf. Cicero, Par.Stoic. 33) but in its presentation it is a hybrid form 
between a Séoic and a philosophical discourse; cf. Petit (op.cit. n. 35), where her remarks 
on the diatribe form should be modified in the light of what we have said above in 
n. 46. De Providenfia I similarly reveals hybrid characteristics. There are sequences of 
loosely connected’ arguments reminiscent of a dossier from a 9€o1c (e.g. Prov. I 9--33). 
But the overall structure of the treatise shows the tighter, more coherently organized 
layout of a philosophical discourse. 

52 Text and sigla from L. Cohn and P. Wendland, Philonis Alexandrini opera quae super- 
sunt editio maior (Berlin 1896-1915) VI 79. : 

53. Wendland, Review of Cumont, Berl. Philol.Woch. 1891 1031; A.-J. Festugiére (op.cit. 
n. 48) H 239. 

54 Bernays (1876) 226; Von Arnim (1892) 465; Colson 1X 199; K. Bormann, Philo von 
Alexandria: Die Werke in deutscher Ubersetzung (ed. Cohn-Heinemann-Adler-Theiler 
Berlin 1909-64) VII 84; Pouilloux (op.cit. n. 8) 89. 

°° E.g. wholly included Leg. II] 209, Mos. II 61; partially included Opif. 61. For another 
example of a sentence with a ‘floating’ prepositional phrase which causes ambiguity cf. 
Praem. 34. Here it is likely that we should read npattopévoic Gnaocw dvEv tic EKov- 
ciov kakias (sc. obotv) evapotytéov, rather than take the ‘floating phrase’ with the 
participle. 

5®© Von Arnim (1892) 465. 

57 Aet. 10,47; cf. Post. 52, Conf. 114. 

58 E.g. parallel to the second interpretation Contemp/. 13; parallel to the third inter- 
pretation Opif. 74. 

59 Bernays, Colson, Bormann, Pouilloux (references above n. 54). 

6° Post. 7, Praem. 7; cf. Aristotle, De caelo I 2 268b14, Pol. B 1 1260b36-7, Albinus, 
Epit. XI 3, Plotinus, Enn. HI 2 (47) 1 10. 

©! Cumont wanted to emend to dciav; for Leisegang’s view cf. 1937 173-4. An exact 
parallel for this use of oixeiav perhaps at QE II 69, ‘rightly and appropriately beginning 
with the table’ (translation Marcus). (Prof. J.C. M. van Winden has suggested to me that 
oixeiav Gpynv may have a more specific reference than I have given it in my interpreta- 
tion, namely the general principle enunciated at the beginning of the argument at 
Aet. 20 that all things liable to perish are subject to either an internal or an external 
cause of destruction.) 

62 Plut., De Is. 351C-F. 

63 Plato, Tim. 27c-d. The reading at 27cS has been much disputed. The reading I have 
given (si...i)...) is probably what Philo read (cf. Baltes (op.cit. n. 29) 73, 112). 

64 Plato, Tim. 29c-d. 

6S A paraphrase of Tim. 29a2-6. 

66 Bernays, devout Jew though he was, spoke of ‘offenbaringsstichtiger Schwarmerei’ 
(1882 5). 
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©? Cf. Plut., De Js. 351D, 382F, Seneca, Nat.Quaest. VII 29 3 (a fine parallel for én10- 
THEN tHv obpaviwv). An important source was doubtless Plato, Phdr. 250b-—. 

68 Cf. Prob. 62-4, where, as Nikiprowetzky (1977) 100 has remarked, Philo has the 
Jewish patriarchs in mind without specifically alluding to them by name. Leisegang’s 
theory that the speaker (Alexander?), in referring to the elect few, has a jab at Philo 
himself is quite incredible (1937 168). 

69 See above p. 113, 115 on Plant. 142; for an important text on the rdle of definitions in 
Séceic, cf. Cicero, Fin. 11 3-4. Daniélou (op.cit. n. 20, p. 61-2) remarks that these definitions 
reveal Philo’s acquaintance with contemporary philosophy. We might add that they 
show acquaintance not only with the content of such philosophy, but also with the 
method of contemporary philosophers. 

70 Ps. Aristotle, De mundo 2 391b9-12. Two definitions of KOcpos are given. It is 
arguable that tension between these two definitions determines the whole movement of 
the treatise (suggested to me by Prof. A. P. Bos). 

71 Arnaldez 41-53. 

72. The point is again made clear at Aer. 9, 54. 

73 Cf. again the discussion at Prov. II 45-9. 

74 E.g. Tusc.Disp. 1 18-22, De nat.deor. 1 1-S. 

75 Festugiére (op.cit. n. 48) IT 344, 350-69, especially 361. 

76 See Pépin (op.cit. n. 29) 251-77, especially 252, 256. But we must beware the excesses 
of Quellenforschung. A fine example is found at R. Harder, ‘Ocellus Lucanus’ : Text und 
Kommentar (Berlin 1926) 32. Philo has ‘mechanically transcribed’ the doxographical 
section, with the result that the statement at Aet. 12 in the first person that he has read 
in the treatise of Ocellus applies not to himself but to his source. This remark is surely an 
insult to Philo’s intelligence. 

77 A common practice at the time; cf. Cic., Lucullus 119, Seneca, Ep. 65.7. 

& noAvs Spiros TOV ano tig LtoGco PLAODOMeaV is generally taken to refer to the 
numerical strength of the Stoic school. The remark would gain more point if it was 
taken to imply that not all Stoics subscribed to the doctrine of the destructibility of the 
cosmos. Philo mentions several renegades at Aet. 76-7. 

79 A practice also found in the works of Aristotle and Plotinus, cf. H.J. Blumenthal, 
Plotinus’ psychology (The Hague 1971) 13. For another suggestion cf. Arnaldez 55-6. 

80 Axiomatic is that 9e0¢ oddevdc aitioc KaKxod napanav (Prov. II 102, cf. Spec. IV 187). 
Divine punishment is carried out by God’s powers or ministers, cf. Fug. 65-74. But 
see further below n. 126, 148. 

8! Weare not aided by the fact that the meaning of pjnote in Philo appears to fluctuate 
from ‘perhaps’ to ‘surely’ (in the context the meaning ‘on no account’ is out of the 
question). 

82 For Aristotle's attitude of cosmic reverence in the De philosophia cf. fr. 14 Ross and 
discussions at Festugiére Il 233-47, Pépin 287-91. The passage Aet. 10-11, regarded as 
De phil. fr. 18 Ross, is riddled with problems of interpretation which we cannot possibly 
discuss in detail here: (i) was the G9e6ty¢ at Aet. 10 part of Aristotle’s comments or an 
editorial imposition of Philo (so read by Arnaldez 56)? (ii) did Aristotle’s reference to 
the dpatds 9edc apply to the whole cosmos or only the ovpavdc? (ili) was Aristotle’s 
accusation in the De philosophia originally levelled at the Atomists or Plato’s demiurgic 
account in the Timaeus? Philo’s independent-minded use of the passage can offer us 
no secure answer to the last two questions. 
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83. For reasons that will become evident later I cannot agree with Arnaldez, who 


rightly says (56) that Philo’s praise of Aristotle is only comprehensible in terms of what 
has proceded, but then later affirms (69) that “Philon se tourne, d’abord, et trés sin- 
cérement, vers le Maitre du Lycée” (my italics) because only he can help him solve the 
philosophical problems associated with the creation of the cosmos. 

84 Cf. Aet. 76, where the renegade Stoics tag éxnupwoeic Kai nadtyyeveciag Kata- 
AULOvtEs MpdG Gerotepov Soypa TO tic aY8apoias tod KOGpOV Navtdc NYTOWOANOAaV 
(Cumont and Cohn unneccessarily conjecture Goimtepov). 

85° Cf. Colson IX 175, “the words that follow show that ‘piously and religiously’ apply 
to indestructible rather than to uncreated”’. 

86 Cf. W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (Berlin 1930) 14-5; J. Dillon, 
The Middle Platonists (London 1977) 158, 245, 262, 288. 

87 Compare the following texts: Her. 246, Decal. 58, Migr. 181, Prov. 1 19, Conf. 166, 
Migr. 220. 

88 The argument reappears in later Middle Platonism, cf. Baltes 52-3, 115ff. 

89 On this question see Pépin 86-94, Baltes passim and esp. 32-4. i 

The doxographicum on Hesiod may reflect a Peripatetic source (cf. Baltes 33), but 
that tells us little about what Philo wants to do with it. 

°! The principle was certainly not confined to Jewish and Christian apologetics, but 
was widespread in Philo’s time (e.g. Cic., De Harus. 19). The phrase is taken from 
Festugiére I 14. 

92 Philo utilizes the device explicitly on a number of occasions (e.g. Leg. I 108, Her. 214, 
Prob. 57 etc.), but it is not generally recognized how frequently he implicitly refers to 
the doctrine, as he does here. 

23 None of the commentators who consider the work to be Philonic deny this (except 
Bousset). It is on the implications of the observation that the interpretations diverge. 
94 E.g. Praem. 40-6, Leg. II] 97-103, Cher. 21-30. Fine parallels in other authors 
are Plotinus, Enn. II] 1(3)2 and Justin Martyr’s stylized account of his intellectual 
pilgrimage (Dial. 2). The climax of Aristotle’s doxographical sections tends to be the 
opinion held by himself which inevitably follows them. For a modern example remarkably 
parallel to Philo, cf. C.J. de Vogel, Theoria (Assen 1967) 201-2. 

95° Cf Arnaldez 61-2, “Il convient de remarquer d’ailleurs que l’examen des trois 
groupes de doctrines se termine sur la figure de Moise en un bel accord final, ainsi que 
Vhabile écrivain alexandrin aime 4 le faire chaque fois qu'il a atteint au sommet de ce 
qu ‘il avait a dire”’. 

96 Noted already by Von Arnim (1888) 5 and Cumont xii. Von Arnim considers the 
change “recht charakteristisch fiir die Unklarheit des Gedankens, in welche der Kompi- 
lator(!)... befangen war”. 

97 Plant. 150 npotépov, npdtepov, 175 pndetépou, Plut., Mor. 955E éxatepov; cf. above 
p. 113-5. 

98 The Mss. favour the reading t6 é6patov, but Bernay’s emendation to tov 6patov 
Yeov has been accepted by all commentators except Leisegang (1937 173). The reading 
tO Opatov can only make sense, in our opinion, if it refers back to the distinction 
between vontov and aic9ntov at Aer. 1 (and not outside the treatise as Leisegang 
wishes), which is not wholly impossible. But a direct reference to the report of Aristotle’s 
words at Aet. 10 is much more probable. Also the scribes did not understand the 
sentence at Aet. 20 properly, and thus bowdlerized the text (cf. Cumont xxv). 
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99 See above p. 119-20. 

100 It remains mysterious why Philo does not tell us that these arguments were put 
forward by Aristotle. Are we meant to deduce this from Aer. 20 too? 

101 Philo almost always uses aida@c and aideioSat in a limited ethical sense, i.e. respect 
for one’s elders and superiors, the opposite sex, traditions, institutions etc. Only in a 
few cases are the words used to express reverence for God (Mos. I 36, Mut. 201, OG I 
99(?), OG III 54) and never to express reverence for the cosmos or its parts. The often 
cited reference to Conf. 173 is not relevant, because there obdSév aidecSévtec means 
‘felt no shame’. This observation supports our conviction that Philo has imported the 
notion of aida@c for the cosmos from Aristotle’s De philosophia (cf. above n. 82). On 
Philo’s attitude to the cosmos see further below p. 132. 

102° Cf. Bernays (1882) 35, Colson 172-3; Philo is not puritanical in his use of the 
word 9edc (it is after all only one of God’s names). His attitude towards the phrase 
6patdc Sedc and other similar phrases can best be seen at Congr. 103, where he describes 
the cosmos as aicS8ntov doxnos Sedov. If the cosmos is called divine then strictly 
speaking a qualification is required. 

103” Reinhardt 213; cf. Aet. 12, 20, 56, 94, 113, 118, 124, Plant. 149, 175, Theon Rhetor, 
RA.Gr. 1 121.1,19 Sp., Alex.Aphr., in Top. 27.12f. etc. 

104 Above p. 111. 

105° Cf. Reinhardt 213-4, Daniélou 66. Von Arnim’s labyrinthine analysis is a reductio 
ad absurdum of what happens when the literary background is ignored or misunderstood 
(1888 1-52). 

106 Colson IX 286. 

107 Specifically at Aer. 47-51, 56-69, 89-103, 117-149. 

108 Aet, 39-44, 83-4, 106; note especially Aet. 84 yuyn dé tod KOonOU Kata tovb<s 
avtidso0Eobivtac 6 Sedo — Philo is arguing with a conception of God quite different 
from his own (cf. also Aet. 47). 

109 Aet. 45-7, 73, 78, 108, 112; recalling Aet. 11 npoc tv tov Gxavta KOopov TH 
AOYW KaValpovvTev. 

110 With the important exception of the argument from time at Aet. 52-4, on which 
see further below p. 133, 137. 

111 Cumont, Pohlenz, Weiss, Arnaldez and others. 

112 Weiss (op. cit. n. 5) 25-6. 

‘13° Cf. above p. 110. 

114 Opif. 54, Abr. 162, Spec. II] 189, a development of Plato, Tim. 47a-c. 

15 Ebr. 199, Her. 246; cf. Nikiprowetzky (1977) 186. 

116 Creation of the cosmos Opif. 1-12, 171-2, Migr. 180, Plant. 50, Praem. 1, Prov. I 
6-8 etc.; cosmos destroyable but not to be destroyed, Mos. II 61, Somn. 1 158, Migr. 181, 
Decal. 58, Sacr. 40 etc. (cf. our remarks above p. 126 on Plato, Tim. 4la—b). 

117 Her. 228, Spec. 1 208, cf. Leg. III 7. 

118 Praem. 1, Spec. 1 76, Spec. 11 5, Mos. I] 61, QG II 12 ete. 

119 Mos. II 59-66, 263, Abr. 1-2, 39-47, 142-6, Praem. 22-3, QG 1 96, QG II 12-13, 54, 
QG IV 51 etc. (exegesis of Gen. 6-8, 19); cf. the Platonic and Aristotelian theory of 
periodic natural disasters, Pl., Tim. 22c-e, Laws 676-9, Pol. 270c, Ar., Meteorol. 1 14, 
Met. XII 8, De phil. fr. 8 Ross. 

120 Conf. 114, Somn. Il 283, cf. Opif. 7-9, 171, Prov. 1 6. 

121 Spec, 1 210-1, Spec. II 151-6, Spec. II 187-8, Leg. IH 99, Plant, 127-8 etc. 
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122° Cf. all the texts cited in n. 121. 

123° Plant. 131; the allusion is to Tim. 29a, also used in the exordium, Aet. |. 

124 Much energy has been expended on the question of whom Philo has in mind when, 
in response to the biblical text, he portrays the Chaldeans. It seems most likely that they 
represent an amalgam of philosophical and astrological doctrines which Philo considered 
dangerous, and that they cannot equated with any particular thinker, school or doctrine. 
125° Migr. 181, Decal. 58, Conf. 98, 114-5, Somn. I] 283, Opif. 7-9, Spec. I 209, 
Spec. If] 189, OG IV 88, Prov. 1 6-36, Prov. I] 45-9 etc. 

126 Cf. Spec. 1V 187, kdkeiv (i.e. God) dbvapic pév éott Spav éExdtepa (i.e. good 
and evil), BobAstat 6&6 pOva taya9a; also the remark of H.A. Wolfson, Philo - Founda- 
tions of religious philosophy in Judaism, Christianity and Islam (Cambridge Mass. 1947) 
1 316, ‘With all his (i.e. Philo’s) insistence upon the indestructibility of the world, he 
does not mean that God could not destroy the world if He had the will to destroy it. 
He only means that we can rely upon God’s promise that He would not destroy it.”. 
The contrast with the philosophy of Plotinus, with its rigorous distinction between 
human Aoytopds (which can and does change its mind) and divine votc (which cannot 
and does not), is most instructive; cf. Plot., Enn. HI 2 (47) 1-2, VI 7(38)1. 

127 Mos. II 61, cf. Deus 106. 

'28° OG II 13 (exegesis of Gen. 7:4,10). 

'29 It will be agreed that the statement of Sandmel quoted at the beginning of our 
study is insufficiently nuanced. The words ‘eternal’ and ‘eternity’ are ambiguous and 
should be avoided in a discussion of the De aeternitate mundi. Belief in the eternity 
(i.e. dgSapoia) of the cosmos does not amount to a denial of God’s ultimate power 
over it. It must be admitted, however, that a severe problem is presented by Philo’s 
train of thought at Prov. I 34-6, 89-92. These passages appear to be in direct contra- 
diction to the thesis of the De aeternitate mundi (and the rest of Philo’s works) in that 
Philo contemplates the end of the cosmos when God will lose his patience with man’s 
impiety and will convert his providential care into retributive punishment. Possibly a 
solution could be found in the distinction made by Wolfson in the remark quoted above 
in n. 126. But much remains unclear in both text and translation of the imperfectly 
preserved treatise. 

130 Her. 23, 188, Migr. 220, Conf. 166, Somn. 1 241, QE II 89 etc. 

131 Opif. 26, 60, Leg. 1 2, Leg. Il 3, Sacr. 65, Her. 165, QE 1 1 etc. 

132° Deus 31. 

133° Cf. Baltes 32; Wolfson (op.cit. n. 126) I 317-22. 

134 Ebr. 42, Conf. 114, Aet. 14, 53,118, Prov. 1 6 etc.; from Plato, Tim. 28b6. 

135° QGII17, QEI 1, Spec. 11 150-2, QG 11. 1 must disagree with Nikiprowetzky when 
he deduces from ddpiotov ypovov in the last-named text that Philo considered the 
cosmos from all eternity (‘Problémes du ‘récit de la création’ chez Philon d’Alexandrie’ 
REJ 124 (1965) 272 n. 6). Philo means that man is not in a position to determine how 
long ago creation took place; cf. Mos. II 263, Plato, Tim. 22e. 

136 At Opif. 26 he says that there was no beginning of the cosmos kata xpovov and 
that to venture to say that time is older than the cosmos is &piAdco@ov. In a different 
context at Decal. 58 he affirms xai tv note ypdvoc Ste odK Tv (6 KOoHOG). Perhaps he 
means here the distinction between the time of the cosmos and God’s time (usually 
aiwv, cf. Deus 31-2, Her. 165, based on Pl., Tim. 37d), but he is certainly not being 
careful. On the whole I believe that one should make another distinction, between 
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apxn yevécews Kata ypovov and apxn yevécews obv xpove, and that Philo prefers 
the latter position. 

137 The genuinely Aristotelian position found at Aet. 53 that the nature of time is 
divapyosg Kai ateAsvtytos (cf. Ar., Phys. VIII 1 251625) is nowhere else to be found 
in the Corpus Philonicum. 

138 Plant. 175, Plut., Mor. 975B (cf. above p. 113-4). Note in both sentences 16 évavtiov. 
139 With respect to the dispute concerning the interpretation of the word napsiAjga- 
ev, Bousset is closer to the right interpretation than Leisegang (cf. above p. 108, 111). 
napoAauBavea often has the connotation, also in Philo, of ‘receiving from report or 
tradition’ (cf. LSJ ad loc. 1 4, Aet. 145, Leg. 232), which fits in well with the method of 
the Séotc. 

140 Arnaldez 68. 

141 Bernays (1882) 35 n. 2; Leisegang (1937) 156; Pohlenz 417; Weiss 24. The fact that 
no fragments of the missing part have ever been identified is not an argument in favour 
of this solution, because it is probable that some of Philo’s writings were lost very early 
on. 
142° Cf. Th.-H. Martin, Review of Bernays’ edition, Revue critique d'Histoire et de 
Littérature, 1877, 277-8; Leisegang (1937) 174-6. Both scholars call in as support the 
puzzling title of the treatise in the Codex Mediceus, Dikwvog Mepi tig tod Koopou 
YVEVEGEWC. 

143° Colson IX 177, ‘The word npotépoug instead of npatouc in 20 suggests that the 
only subject treated in either half of the essay was the controversy between the Stoics 
and the Peripatetics, any third hypothesis being ignored for the occasion”’. 

144 Cf. our parallel above on p. 114, where at Plant. 175-7 the arguments against the 
proposition are not presented independently but refuted directly. 

143° Cumont xiv; Wendland (art.cit. n. 53) 1891 1030-1, cf. Jahresber.Fort.klass. Alt, 98 
(1898) 129; Bousset 135-6; Nock (art.cit. n. 23) 78; Weiss 24; Arnaldez 68-9. 

146 See above n. 51. 

m™poOc Ekaotov can be interpreted as meaning ‘against each argument’ or ‘in relation 
to each point made’. 

148 Cf. above p. 106 and n. 3 and 4, but also n. 68. 

149 Opif. 8, Mwvoiic... PiAocogias én adthv PSdouas axpotnta. 

150 Cf. above p. 127. 

151 Leaving out the possibility that God himself could destroy the cosmos by means 
of his powers or ministers, thus contesting the celebrated argument from Aristotle’s 
De philosophia at Aet. 39-44 (cf. above n. 126). On the basis of the doxography it seems 
most unlikely that Philo would have presented such an argument in the De aeternitate 
mundi. 

152 An Aristotelian doctrine, cf. De caelo I 11-12. 

153° Who appeals to Tim. 32c—33a at Aet. 25-7, Aristotle (in the De philosophia), Philo 
or an intermediary source? The question has as yet not been resolved. 

154 Compare the procedure at Plut., De facie 927A—D, where Plutarch, as an orthodox 
Middle Platonist, refutes Aristotle’s doctrine of natural place (cf. Aet. 28-34) by ap- 
pealing to the doctrine of providence and alluding to Tim. 41b. 

155° Cf. Wendland (op. cit. n. 16) 1892 4-8; but he is definitely in error when he suggests 
at 12 that Philo accepts a periodic cycle of cosmic generation and destruction “was ein 
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ganz neues Licht auf Mepi &gSapoiac und den Inhalt des verloren zweiten Teiles dieser 
Schrift wirft”’. 

156 Cf. Prov. 1 21, where a Stoic definition of the cosmos is attributed back to Plato. 
157 Bousset 143. 

158 The difference in emphasis between the doxography in Acer. and the passages at 
Prov. | 34-6, 89-92 (see above n. 129) argues against it. 

159 See above p. 133. 

160 In the philosophical treatises the Divine Logos is only alluded to once, at Prov. I 23. 
161 Arnaldez 69 (my emphasis). 

162 Arnaldez 61. 

163° Pohlenz 427; 

164 Daniélou 71. 


165 Thus Sandmel also (op. cit. n. 1) 76 errs when he classifies the De aeternitate mundi 


among the treatises in the Exposition of the Law. 

166 Cf. especially the rigorously argued thesis of Nikiprowetzky in his =tudy Le 
commentaire de I'Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie. 

167 We would strongly disagree, therefore, with the way that philosophy is ‘bracketed’ 
in the ambitious programme of B. L. Mack, ‘Exegetical methods in Alexandrian Judaism : 
a program for the analysis of the Philonic Corpus’, Studia Philonica 3 (1974-5) 71-115, 
esp. 103-4. 

'e8 Until recently the same neglect has attended the study of Philo’s Quaestiones in 
Genesim et Exodum, also preserved for the most part only in Armenian. But see now 
the splendid philological labours of F. Petit, L’ancienne version latine des Questions sur 
la Genése de Philon d’Alexandrie. 1 Edition critique Il Commentaire TU 113-4 (Berlin 
1973), Quaestiones in Genesim et in Exodum: fragmenta graeca. Les euvres de Philon 
d'Alexandrie (ed. Arnaldez- Mondésert-Pouilloux) 33 (Paris 1978). 

169 Prof. A. Terian is about to publish a text, translation and commentary on the De 
animalibus and is preparing a similar edition for the treatises De Providentia I and 11. 
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REDRAWING THE MAP OF EARLY MIDDLE PLATONISM : 


Some comments on the Philonic evidence 


Like nature, scholarship abhors a vacuum. In the debris of ancient 
philosophical literature which time has bequeathed to us, there has long 
seemed an empty space between the final period of Hellenistic philosophy, 
in which the New Academy played a significant role, and the so-called 
Middle Platonism of authors such as Plutarch, Albinus, Apuleius. Naturally 
attempts were made to fill this gap, or at least account for it. Thinkers 
such as Posidonius and Antiochus were pushed into prominence. But could 
what we know of their thought explain the difference in philosophical timbre 
between the restrained, at least partially sceptical approach of the late 
Academy and the rise of a dogmatism that was to result in the metaphysical 
grandeur of Plotinian and later Neoplatonist thought? In fact, these 
attempts could carry little conviction. The empty space remained. 

In recent years, primarily as the result of two important books, this 
field of research has got moving again. John Dillon has given us a compre- 
hensive survey of the works and philosophical theories of the Middle Plato- 
nists. He recognizes a ‘turn to dogmatism’ in the thought of Antiochus, but 
a few pages later goes on to affirm that the direct ancestor of Middle Plato- 
nism is more likely to be Eudorus of Alexandria, even though this man 
remains a ‘rather shadowy figure’’. The emphasis of John Glucker’s study 
is quite different, for it undertakes to examine the more external aspects of 
late Hellenistic philosophy. He argues convincingly that the Academy as 
a philosophical institution ceased to exist at the beginning of the first 
century B.C. Thereafter there was no Platonist ‘school’, only a non- 
institutional ‘school of thought’ adhered to and propagated by individual 
teachers, many of whom we now know very little about. Does this mean 
we may have to resign ourselves to the existence of the ‘empty space’, 
whether we like it or not? To hear his answer we will have to wait for the 
promised companion volume devoted to analysis of the philosophical 


1 The Middle Platonists (London 1977); cf. esp. 105, 115. 
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and doxographical issues”. In the meantime he is prepared to predict 
that in future surveys of the beginnings of Middle Platonism ‘one may 
have to redraw the map, both literally and figuratively’ >. 

One man who is taking up the cartographical challenge in an exemplary 
manner is the Australian scholar Harold Tarrant. Central to his thesis is 
the reassessment — and to some degree rehabilitation — of the contribution 
of Philo of Larissa, the last official head of the Academy. By reinterpret- 
ing the tradition of Academic scepticism and probabilism in terms of the 
acceptance of the self-evidence (Evapyeia) of sense-perception and intellec- 
tion, Philo supplied the epistemology that allowed Middle Platonism 
gradually to establish itself, though he certainly should not be called the 
movement’s founder*. Taking this view as starting-point, Tarrant has 
attempted to shed new light on two well-known documents, the so-called 
‘philosophical digression’ in the seventh Platonic epistle and the anonymous 
Commentary on the Theaetetus (Berlin papyrus 9782). In two long and 
intricate articles published in 1983 he assigns both a date between 50 B.C. 
and 50 A.D., i.e. right in the middle of our ‘empty space’ ?. 

In both articles Tarrant had to take into consideration the evidence 
supplied by Philo of Alexandria. This is hardly surprising, for Philo is 
one of the very few authors whose works are extant and so can inform us on 
this obscure period, to the extent that Dillon devoted an entire chapter to 
him in his book ®. This is not the place to give a detailed critique of Tarrant’s 
redating proposals, let alone of his thesis as a whole. My aim will be more 
modest, namely to make some brief comments on his use of the Philonic 
evidence’ and on the implications of that evidence for our knowledge of 
the beginnings of Middle Platonism. This I do in memory of the great 
scholar, 6 patevtiKds 6pod Kai duckaotiKdc &vnp?, who more than anyone 
else of his generation was able to introduce a modicum of order into the 
centrifugal dissension of Philonic studies. 


2 Antiochus and the late Academy (Gottingen 1978); cf. esp. 94-97. 

3 Class. Rev. 30 (1980) 58, in a review of Dillon’s book. 

+ ‘Agreement and the self-evident in Philo of Larissa’ Dionysius 5 (1981) 66-97; cf. esp. 
97. 

5 ‘Middle Platonism and the Seventh Epistle’ Phronesis 28 (1983) 75-103; ‘The date 
of Anon. Jn Theatetum’ Class. Quart. 33 (1983) 161-187. For a more developed presentation 
of Tarrant’s position see now the monograph just published, Scepticism or Platonism? : 
the philosophy of the Fourth Academy (Cambridge 1985). Less is made of the Philonic 
evidence in the book than in the articles. 

© Op. cit. (n. 1) 139-183. 

7 Unqualified ‘Philo’ and ‘Philonic’ in this essay will refer to Philo of Alexandria, 
not his namesake Philo of Larissa. 

® Cf. Philo Her. 247; see below p. 94. 
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In the first of the two articles to be discussed, Tarrant’s concern is 
to argue that the philosophical digression of Plato’s seventh epistle (c. 340- 
345c) is a product of early Middle Platonism, that it may have been written 
by Thrasyllus (died 36 A.D.) and even perhaps incorporated in his edition 
of Plato’s works, but that it did not achieve widespread circulation until the 
second half of the second century A.D., when it is first alluded to and 
quoted in extant authors *. Our author is well aware that his approach has 
the limitations and vulnerability of an argumentum e silentio. What gives 
it a measure of force, he argues, is two things in particular. It is poss- 
ible to show that the passage was not used by an author who would have 
certainly made use of it if he had known it, i.e. Plutarch, who used the remain- 
der of the epistle in his Life of Dion, but did not use the digression when 
compiling his list of five-fold classifications in the De defectu oraculorum!®. 
Moreover the kind of Platonism portrayed in the passage, with its tendency 
towards esotericism and mysticism, fits in well with developments that 
might be expected in post-Eudoran Platonism '?. 

Needless to say, a single allusion to the digression in the works of 
Philo, the virtually exact contemporary of Thrasyllus, would damage this 
argument beyond repair. Tarrant affirms that he found no obvious allusions 
in Philo, and that none were reported in Leisegang’s index or in the foot- 
notes to the Loeb edition!*. Further research that I have carried out has 
only corroborated this assertion’?. Overt allusions must always have a 


° Art. cit. (n. 5) passim and esp. 77-78, 87. He is unsure who the earliest author to 
make a certain allusion to the passage is. A good candidate might be Justin Martyr. 
Tarrant notes and amplifies the allusion to 34Ic located by Van Winden at Dial. 4.1. 
(77 & n. 15), but misses another at 8.1 suggested by the same scholar (the text reads 
épod S€ mapaypripa nip év ti wort] dva@On: napaypijpa is used here for the sake of 
variatio, €aipvyns having been used in the previous passage). The Dialogus cum Tryphone 
must have been written before 165 A.D. Interestingly Glucker op. cit. (n. 2) 210 asserts 
that the first clear mention of an individual. Platonic philosopher also occurs in this 
work; but the dating he gives, ‘probably not long after the meeting between Justin and 
the Platonist’, is almost certainly too early. 

'° Art. cit. 81-84. Tarrant made his task somewhat easier than he might have, by 
using the list of Platonic quotations in Plutarch compiled by R.M. Jones (1916), and 
neglecting the more recent compilation of W.C. Helmbold and E.N. O’Neil, Plutarch’s 
quotations (Baltimore 1959). They, doubtless following the Teubner text of Sieveking, 
envisage an allusion to 344b7 at Mor. 382D. It cannot, however, be regarded as wholly 
certain. 

1 Art. cit. 85-92 and esp. 89. 

12 Ibid. 77. 

'3 The Index Philoneus of G. Mayer (Berlin 1974) is indispensable for such an inquiry. 


IX 


IX 


88 


verbal basis if they are to be successful. Bearing this in mind, we review 
the most striking passages of the digression: 


341c5-d2 €Gaigvyns: common in Philo (see below), but one word does not make 
an allusion. 
nmdp mndfjoav: combination not used. 
éFap8év O@s: combination not used, though both words are very 
common in Philo. 

34le5 = bwnAT Kai yavvn EdAmic: this striking phrase is not used. 

342a-d_ The quintet Svopa Adyosg sidmAov ExtothyNn mEunTOV is not exploited 
by Philo. 

344b7 Ss €EEAGQuWE MOPOvyots ... Kai vodc: the first combination of verb 
and noun is not used. The second is found only at Leg. 2.30 and Post. 
58 (both with fA1og as point of comparison) and at Mut. 5. The last- 
named passage has an interesting context (see below), but there is no 
allusion to the epistle. 

344d1-2 The Homeric quote (//. 7.360 etc.) is not used by Philo. 


In all likelihood, therefore, Philo does not allude to the digression. But 
this does not necessarily mean he does not know it. 

Can we, then, go a step further and agree with Tarrant’s (admittedly 
tentative) suggestion that Philo, had he known the digression, would have 
made use of it!*? Both the process of revelation described in the digres- 
sion and the esotericism that it proclaims would, he argues, have appealed 
to the Alexandrian Jew. Revelation is used here in the sense of a disclosure 
— presumably by God or another divine agency — of real knowledge 
that transcends the knowledge accessible to the human mind when 
operating on its own strength. This usage gives rise to some problems, 
to which [ shall later return. But for the moment let me say that I agree 
that from the epistemological point of view Philo might well have been 
attracted. On his own admission Philo is first and foremost an exegete 
of scripture. So in his case far and away the strongest argument of 
the ‘he would have used it’ type is if one can point to a Pentateuchal text 
which cannot but have brought the Platonic passage to his mind if he 
had known it. One thinks first of all of Gen. 15:17 (@A6E, KAiBavoc 
KamviCoOpEevoc, Aapmddes mvpdc). What a multitude of opportunities for 
the Platonizing allegorist here! But the two detailed exegeses at Her. 307- 
312 and QG 3.15 make no attempt to exploit the thematics of the 
digression ‘>. Similarly the exegesis of véa (Lev. 2:4) at Sacr. 78-79 comes 


14 Art. cit. 80. 

'S The metaphor used in 34lc-d and implicit in 344b can be read in two ways, as a 
process of spontaneous combustion (cf. tpiBdpeva 344b4) or as ignition by means of 
a spark leaping across from something or someone else (so read at Plot. Enn. 5.3.17.28, 
cf. also Synesius Ep. 139). The latter would have more appeal to Philo, but this Genesis 
text could recall the former. 
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very close (géyyos aigvidiov éxiduyyn tO adtoud0ovc cogiac). Yet 
the contrast between old learning and fresh inspiration in this passage 
does not impel a recollection of Plato’s letter. From the thematic rather 
than the exegetical viewpoint examples can also be multiplied. Compare, 
for example, the theme of suddenness (é€aigvnc) at Migr. 35 (an auto- 
biographical passage), Praem. 37, Deus 93, and the theme of the &xkAauyic 
of the divine light at Mut. 3-6, Her. 264, Virt. 164. 

Would the esotericism of the digression also have appealed to Philo? 
As is well known, Philo is convinced that there is a-certain kind of 
knowledge, in the area of philosophical theology, which is beyond the 
capacities of the human mind. For this reason Moses on the mountain can 
only see what is behind God, not his face (Ex. 33: 13-23, cf. Post. 13-16, 
168-169, Spec. 1.32-50 etc.). This cannot strictly speaking be called esoteri- 
cism. The esetericism involved in Philo’s allegorical commentaries is quite 
another matter. I have, in this following the lead of Nikiprowetzky, called 
it a transparent esotericism'®. Moses deliberately conceals his doctrines 
from those unfit to receive them by enshrouding them in the cloak of 
allegory. The task of the exegete is to uncover the riches of scripture in 
his commentaries to the best of his ability, so that the reader possessing 
the right qualifications can be initiated into the Mosaic mysteries by 
reading and understanding the exegete’s books. This differs from what 
we find in the digression. Whether or not the ‘revelation’ described 
there can or cannot be put into words is a matter of interpretation 
(cf. 341c5-6,d2-3); but we can be certain that, if anything was put down 
on paper, it would be reserved for a handful of intimates. One state- 
ment in particular, located towards the end of the passage, must have 
been quite unacceptable to Philo (344c3-d2)'’: 


In a word, it is an inevitable conclusion from this that when anyone sees 
anywhere the written work of anyone, whether that of a lawgiver in his laws 
or whatever it may be in some other form, the subject treated cannot have 
been his most serious concern — that is, if he is himself a serious man. His 
most serious interests have their abode somewhere in the noblest region of 
the field of his activity. If, however, he really was seriously concerned with 
these matters and put them in writing, ‘then surely’ not the gods, but mortals 
‘have utterly blasted his wits’. 


The reference to the vopo8étn¢ will have brought to his mind the legislation 


16 Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (diss. Amsterdam 1983, in print) 415, 432f.; 
cf. V. Nikiprowetzky, Le commentaire de I’Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden 1977) 
22, 

17 Translation L.A. Post. 
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verbal basis if they are to be successful. Bearing this in mind, we review 
the most striking passages of the digression : 
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ndp mndfjoav: combination not used. 
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342a-d_ The quintet Svopa Adyos sidmAoV éEnxtotThLNH Téuntov is not exploited 
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and noun is not used. The second is found only at Leg. 2.30 and Post: 
58 (both with fAtoc as point of comparison) and at Mut. 5. The last- 
named passage has an interesting context (see below), but there is no 
allusion to the epistle. 

344d1-2 The Homeric quote (//. 7.360 etc.) is not used by Philo. 


In all likelihood, therefore, Philo does not allude to the digression. But 
this does not necessarily mean he does not know it. 

Can we, then, go a step further and agree with Tarrant’s (admittedly 
tentative) suggestion that Philo, had he known the digression, would have 
made use of it'*? Both the process of revelation described in the digres- 
sion and the esotericism that it proclaims would, he argues, have appealed 
to the Alexandrian Jew. Revelation is used here in the sense of a disclosure 
— presumably by God or another divine agency — of real knowledge 
that transcends the knowledge accessible to the human mind when 
operating on its own strength. This usage gives rise to some problems, 
to which I shall later return. But for the moment let me say that I agree 
that from the epistemological point of view Philo might well have been 
attracted. On his own admission Philo is first and foremost an exegete 
of scripture. So in his case far and away the strongest argument of 
the ‘he would have used it’ type is if one can point to a Pentateuchal text 
which cannot but have brought the Platonic passage to his mind if he 
had known it. One thinks first of all of Gen. 15:17 (@A0E, KAiBavoc 
KanviCopevoc, Aaunddes mvpdc). What a multitude of opportunities for 
the Platonizing allegorist here! But the two detailed exegeses at Her. 307- 
312 and QG 3.15 make no attempt to exploit the thematics of the 
digression '>. Similarly the exegesis of véa (Lev. 2:4) at Sacr. 78-79 comes 

14 Art. cit. 80. 

15 The metaphor used in 34Ic-d and implicit in 344b can be read in two ways, as a 
process of spontaneous combustion (cf. tpiBdpeva 344b4) or as ignition by means of 
a spark leaping across from something or someone else (so read at Plot. Enn. 5.3.17.28, 


cf. also Synesius Ep. 139). The latter would have more appeal to Philo, but this Genesis 
text could recall the former. 
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very close (~éyyocg aigpvidiov éxiAdGuyyn tO adtoudBovg cogiac). Yet 
the contrast between old learning and fresh inspiration in this passage 
does not impel a recollection of Plato’s letter. From the thematic rather 
than the exegetical viewpoint examples can also be multiplied. Compare, 
for example, the theme of suddenness (éaigvys) at Migr. 35 (an auto- 
biographical passage), Praem. 37, Deus 93, and the theme of the éxAapywic 
of the divine light at Mut. 3-6, Her. 264, Virt. 164. 

Would the esotericism of the digression also have appealed to Philo? 
As is well known, Philo is convinced that there is a-certain kind of 
knowledge, in the area of philosophical theology, which is beyond the 
capacities of the human mind. For this reason Moses on the mountain can 
only see what is behind God, not his face (Ex. 33: 13-23, cf. Post. 13-16, 
168-169, Spec. 1.32-50 etc.). This cannot strictly speaking be called esoteri- 
cism. The esetericism involved in Philo’s allegorical commentaries is quite 
another matter. I have, in this following the lead of Nikiprowetzky, called 
it a transparent esotericism'!®. Moses deliberately conceals his doctrines 
from those unfit to receive them by enshrouding them in the cloak of 
allegory. The task of the exegete is to uncover the riches of scripture in 
his commentaries to the best of his ability, so that the reader possessing 
the right qualifications can be initiated into the Mosaic mysteries by 
reading and understanding the exegete’s books. This differs from what 
we find in the digression. Whether or not the ‘revelation’ described 
there can or cannot be put into words is a matter of interpretation 
(cf. 341c5-6,d2-3); but we can be certain that, if anything was put down 
on paper, it would be reserved for a handful of intimates. One state- 
ment in particular, located towards the end of the passage, must have 
been quite unacceptable to Philo (344c3-d2)!’ : 


In a word, it is an inevitable conclusion from this that when anyone sees 
anywhere the written work of anyone, whether that of a lawgiver in his laws 
or whatever it may be in some other form, the subject treated cannot have 
been his most serious concern — that is, if he is himself a serious man. His 
most serious interests have their abode somewhere in the noblest region of 
the field of his activity. If, however, he really was seriously concerned with 
these matters and put them in writing, ‘then surely’ not the gods, but mortals 
‘have utterly blasted his wits’. 


The reference to the vopo8étn¢ will have brought to his mind the legislation 


16 Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato (diss. Amsterdam 1983, in print) 415, 432f. ; 
cf. V. Nikiprowetzky, Le commentaire de l’Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie (Leiden 1977) 
22. 

17 Translation L.A. Post. 
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of the great Moses. If what was here said was true, Philo’s life’s work as 
exegete of the Mosaic laws would have been all for nothing. 

I am prepared, therefore, to affirm that the Philonic evidence does not 
conflict with the thesis proposed by Tarrant. His suggestion that that 
evidence may give it positive support must, however, be considered less 
persuasive. 

One further remark I cannot resist making, even though it means the 
pledge I made to confine myself to the Philonic evidence will be broken. 
Towards the end of the article Tarrant asserts : ‘To the best of-my know- 
ledge Platonism know no doctrine of dp0iMoiIc nméuntw, only of dpoimotc 
0e@’!®. This statement is, of course, polemically phrased. As the author 
of the epistle defines the méuntov as 6 51) yvmotov Te Kai GANODHs EotIV 
6v (342b1), what is involved here is actually Gpoiwots to the ideas, 
or ultimately to the whole ideal world as tO d6vtwc dv. There is, to my 
mind, nothing unPlatonic about this. In book VI of the Republic Plato 
could not be more explicit (S00b8-c5) !° : 


For surely, Adimantus, the man whose mind is truly fixed on eternal realities 
has no leisure to turn his eyes downward upon the petty affairs of men, and 
so engaging in strife with them to be filled with envy and hate, but he fixes his 
gaze upon the things of the eternal and unchanging order (cic tetaypéva 
dtta kai Kata tadvta dei Eyovta), and seeing that they neither wrong nor 
are wronged by one another, but all abide in harmony as reason bids, he 
will endeavor to imitate them and to the extent possible assimilate himself 
to them (6t1 padtota apopototo@at). 


And is not the whole point of the elaborate and frequently misunderstood 
psychogony in the Timaeus that the soul, by virtue of the components 
blended in its composition, is related to both the ideal and the sensible 
world and so can gain knowledge and true belief about them in accor- 
dance with the principle ‘like is known to like’? The assimilation advocated 
in Tim. 90d4-5 is literally to the rational motion of the heavenly revolutions 
(of the heavenly bodies placed in the circuits of the cosmic soul). But 
these merely symbolize the rationality of the eternal realities?°, which 
are the true object of the philosopher’s contemplation (cf. Rep. 529bff.) 
and to which his ultimate du0iwoic as a rational being must be. Indeed, 
it might not even be unreasonable to argue that the fact that d6poimotc 
néunta@, and not the duoimoic 8 ubiquitous in later Platonism, is 


18 Art, cit. 91. 

'? Translation P. Shorey (slightly modified). 

20 Cf. L. Taran, Academica: Plato, Philip of Opus, and the Pseudo-Platonic Epinomis 
(Philadelphia 1975) 24-36. 
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advocated in the digression is an indication in favour of the passage’s 
authenticity as a Platonic work. 


II 


The second of Tarrant’s articles is less ‘sensational’ than the first, 
dealing as it does with an obscure papyrus rather than with the most 
controversial document in the Platonic corpus. But this article is cer- 
tainly of greater’ importance for those interested in the development of 
the Platonist school of thought in the period between the later Academy 
and fully-fledged Middle Platonism. Our attention is redirected towards 
the mutilated remains of the anonymous Commentary on the Theaetetus, 
which after its publication by Diels and Schubart in 19057! has for 
many years suffered an undeserved neglect. Not only, Tarrant argues, 
is it by far the largest surviving fragment of a pre-Neoplatonic commentary 
on a Platonic work; it also ‘may yet prove to be the most important 
document we possess for plotting the course of pre-Plotinian Platonism’ 2”. 

The argumentation of the article is long and complex. It must be said 
that the Australian scholar has the tendency to overwhelm the reader with 
a mass of detail, all of which is selected and presented exclusively with refe- 
rence to the central argument, so that after a while he has trouble distin- 
guishing the wood from the trees. I can, therefore, give only a highly 
simplified resumé of the central thesis and the arguments used to demon- 
strate its plausibility. 

The view, proposed by Diels and reinforced by Praechter in his important 
review 23, that the commentary shows significant affinities with the Middle 
Platonism of the second century A.D. and in particular with what we 
know of the school of Gaius, must be rejected, not only because that 
school has been proved to be a figment of the scholarly imagination, but 
more importantly because the philosophical contents of the work point 
to an earlier date?*. Tarrant marshalls four chief arguments in favour of 
his view, all of which in fact are interwoven with each other ?>. 

21 H. Diels and W. Schubart, Anonymer Kommentar zu Platons Theaetet (Papyrus 9782) 
Berliner Klassikertext II (Berlin 1905). 75 columns and 4 fragments of the papyrus text 
survive, not all in a readable condition. The text commences near the beginning of the 
work and the comments proceed up to Thr. 153d-e. We thus have probably about an 
eighth to a tenth of the original work. 

22 Class. Rev. 33 (1983) 161. 

23 Gétt. Gel. Anz. 171 (1909) 531-547, reprinted in C. Zintzen, Der Mittelplatonismus 
(Darmstadt 1981) 301-316. 

24 The date of the papyrus itself is the second century A.D., and probably not too 


late in that century. 
25 Art. cit. 165-167 and passim. 
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(1) By the second century the Theaetetus was not considered an important 
dialogue for the understanding of Plato’s thought, whereas it did have 
much to say on issues that were at the centre of earlier debates. 

(2) The view of the history of philosophy presented in the work does not 
correspond to the vantage-point of a second-century Platonist. The author 
regards himself as belonging to the TAatwvixoi, but also speaks on a 
number of occasions of the “Akadnpaixoi in tones of respect, as if their 
contribution was still relevant to Platonic studies. He even claims that 
there was but a single Academy and that all but a very few of its members 
had positive doctrines which are the same as those they accredit to Plato. 
(3) Not surprisingly, therefore, the epistemological views of the commen- 
tator, both in the technical area of criteriology and in more general terms, 
point to a period when the debates between protagonists such as Antiochus 
of Ascalon, Philo of Larissa and Aenesidemus belonged to the recent past. 
The mild leanings towards scepticism which he reveals explain the interest 
in, and even sympathy for, Academic and Pyrrhonist doctrine. 

(4) The direction of the author’s interests are not those we would expect 
from a second-century Platonist. There is a greater interest in epistemo- 
logical and ethical matters, but none of that obsession with theology and 
the history of the disembodied soul that was to come later. 

Taking these points into consideration, Tarrant concludes that the 
author must have written his commentary before the period of Plutarch 
and the Platonists that come after him. The parallels he envisages with Philo 
of Alexandria also support an earlier date. A further examination of the 
detailed evidence brings him to the verdict that, if the author is a figure 
known to us from other sources, there can be little doubt about his identity. 
In all likelihood he is Eudorus, the Alexandrian philosopher whose floruit 
must be placed in the second half of the first century B.C.?°. The new evi- 
dence that Tarrant brings to our notice thus fits in neatly with the recent 
trend, in which leading scholars such as Dorrie, Boyancé, Theiler and Dillon 
have come to regard Eudorus as playing a crucial role at the beginning of 
the Middle Platonist movement. Are the Pan-Posidonianism and the 
Pan-Antiochism of earlier scholarship making way for a new Pan-Eudorism? 
I shall now make a number of observations on Tarrant’s thesis in relation 
to the Philonic evidence. 


1. Use of the Theaetetus. Does Philo’s use of the Platonic dialogue 
support the contention that it played a much more important role in the 


26 Ibid. 179-181. 
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philosophical discussions of the period of Eudorus than in the more sophis- 
ticated Platonism of the second century A.D.? Philo’s use of the Theaetetus 
is in fact more extensive than is indicated by Tarrant. Not only does Philo 
heavily exploit the purple passages 176a-c (quoted verbatim at Fug. 63,82) 
and 191Ic-192c (in addition to Fug. 181 and Mut. 212 cited by Tarrant cf. 
Opif. 166, Deus 43, Spec. 1.106 etc.). Also the initial section of the dialogue, 
i.e. the part commented on in the papyrus, is put to good use. Thus, for 
example, the words dveppatiotos and auBAwOpidia used by Philo derive 
from a reading ofthis section ?7_ The entire passage on Socrates’ midwifery 
is attractive for Philo on account of the light it can shed on the allegorical 
meaning of many a Pentateuchal text (e.g. the travails of Hannah at Deus 
11-15, Mut. 143-144) 8. 

There is one passage in particular which needs more attention than 
Tarrant allows it, namely Her. 246-2487°. In undertaking to’ show the 
dissension and sophistry of the hopelessly divided philosophers, Philo 
presents their Sta@w@via (8248, a Sceptical terminus technicus) by means 
of five doctrinally opposed couplets, the last three of which are relevant 
to our subject (8246) : 

(1) those who hold that nothing is in a state of being (civat) but that 

all things are in a state of becoming (yiyveo@at) are in dispute with 

those who maintain the opposite view; 

(2) those who assert that man is the measure of all things are in dis- 

pute with those who confound the judgment-faculties (kpitnpia) of 

sense-perception (aio@noic) and mind (d1dvo1a); 

(3) and, in more general terms, those who propound that all things are 

incomprehensible (a4katéAnnta) are in dispute with those who declare 

that a good many things can be known. 
The first couplet is clearly drawn from the Platonic doxography at Tht. 
152d-e, discussed at some length by the. anonymous commentator. The 
second couplet also recalls the Platonic dialogue, where Protagoras’ dictum 
plays an important role (152aff.). But we may suspect a more direct rele- 
vance to contemporary philosophical disputes as well, the former group 
representing perhaps the Epicureans*°, the latter almost certainly the 

27 Cf. 144a8, 150cff.; I owe these references-to D. Winston and J. Dillon, Two 
treatises of Philo of Alexandria (Chico California 1983) 241, 348. 

?8 See further T.H. Billings, The Platonism of Philo Judaeus (diss. Chicago 1919) 96-98. 

?9 Cf. art. cit. 166n.48, 175-176, 177 (where I presume the first Her. 181 is a misprint 
for 247). On the passage see now the important discussion on Philo’s eclecticism by J. 
Mansfeld, forthcoming in the Collected papers of the Colloquium on Eclecticism in ancient 
philosophy held at the FIEC conference Dublin 1984 (edited by A.A. Long and J. Dillon), 
to which I am indebted for some of the following observations. 


°° Cf. Cain as sophist/Protagorean/Epicurean at Det. 156-157, Post. 35-36, 79. But 
Philo, as so often, remains deliberately vague. 
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Pyrrhonists and the more recent revitalizer of their doctrine, Aenesidemus. 
In the third couplet the reference to the controversies between the New 
Academy and the Stoa cannot be missed. 

Undoubtedly Philo shows an interest in scepticism here, and moreover 
reveals his awareness that the Theaetetus has pertinent things to say on the 
subject. But what are his intentions? As Mansfeld has acutely observed, Philo 
is being clever. He tries to nullify the Sceptical critique of dissenting 
dogmatists by reducing them to a party in one of the many disputes. After 
all, this has always been the Achilles heel of extreme Scepticism : can the 
Sceptic condemn the dogmatism of others without becoming dogmatic 
himself? can he live his own scepticism 3! ? 

Even more important for our discussion is the fact that Philo is giving 
an allegorical exegesis of Gen. 15:11, i.e. Abram (the sage) sits down among 
the birds (the dissenting sophists/philosophers) and the bisected pieces of 
sacrificial meat (couplets of conflicting doctrines). The sage is the man 
who is both midwife and judge (§247 6 patevtikdc 6uod Kai diKaotiKOc 
dv7p), who sits down and examines the products of the disputant soul, 
deciding what should be retained and what should be thrown away. 
Once again, therefore, the Theaetetus is summoned forth in this passage, 
but by no means in support of a tendency towards scepticism. The wise 
man — Philo is surely thinking here above all of the lawgiver Moses — is 
able to rise above the squabbles of the philosophers and settle matters 
with his superior sense of discrimination. Philo’s dogmatism goes beyond 
the Platonic text, and also further than the anonymous commentator’s 
exegesis of the relevant passage. But it is worth noting that the commentator 
makes a clear attempt to neutralize the sceptical possibilities of Socrates’ 
remarks that he is G@yovoc cogias (150c4) and ob navu tt cogds (dl). 
It should not*be thought, we read, that Plato was an ‘Academic’ who 
made no dogmatic pronouncements ??. 

In the light of what we have seen so far, it is highly likely that Philo 
also drew on his knowledge of the Theaetetus when he refers to the Pro- 
tagorean doctrine elsewhere (Post. 35, Somn. 2.193-194, where it is combined 
with Laws 716c) and in his many allusions to the doctrine of the Heraclitean 
flux (note esp. Spec. 1.27, Conf. 103-106). Tarrant is thus clearly right in 
assigning to the Theaetetus a place high up in Philo’s list of favourite 
Platonic dialogues. But this does raise an intriguing question with regard 
to the indubitable number one on the list, the Timaeus. 


31 Cf. the fine article by M.F. Burnyeat, ‘Can the skeptic live his Skepticism’ in 
idem (ed.), The skeptical tradition (Berkeley 1983) 117-148. 
32, Anon. Comm. Theaet. 53.35-55.13, 57.43-58.11. 


REDRAWING THE MAP OF EARLY MIDDLE PLATONISM 95 


2. The Timaeus neglected? In Philo no other Platonic dialogue can com- 
pete with the Timaeus when it comes to supplying doctrinal material for the 
Platonist elements in his thought 3°. This corresponds well to what we know 
of the situation in Middle Platonism, where, as has often been observed, 
Plato’s cosmological dialogue receives a disproportionate amount of 
attention**. It has even been proposed that the interpretation of this 
work may have played a decisive role in the establishment of the Middle 
Platonist movement?*. A minor argument put forward by Tarrant in 
favour of his thesis is that the commentator disregards the two-world 
ontology of the Timaeus and the epistemology based thereon (even though 
he had already written a commentary on the dialogue, 35.10)3°. This 
not only, as Tarrant argues, separates him from second century Platonists, 
but also, we might add, separates him from Philo, who does draw 
extensively on the Timaeus for ontological and epistemological doctrines. 

I am not as convinced as Tarrant that the silence of the commentator 
concerning the two-world ontology of the Timaeus is fraught with philosophi- 
cal significance. There is only one positive indication in favour of this 
argument*’. Twice the commentator, when discussing the Heraclitean 
nmavta pei, names ai ovciat as the subject of the flux (67.43, 71.24). This 
might seem to conflict with the sharp Timaean distinction between dvta 
and yiyvopeva 38. But given the polyvalence of the term odoia?? and the 
statement that ai odoialt GAAoTE GAAat yivovtal Kata ovvEext pPdovv, 
no great significance can in my view be attached to the terminology. 

Although Tarrant is right to observe that we know nothing of the 
commentator’s physics*°, I think that here is definitely pushing the 
argumentum a silentio too far. There is no indication that the cosmo- 
logy and the ontology of the Timaeus were less important for our author 
than they were for other Platonists*!. 


33 Analysed in detail in the study cited above at n. 16. 

34 bid. 27-39. 

35 By H. Dorrie, in Von Platon zum Platonismus: ein Bruch in der Uberlieferung und 
seine Uberwindung (Opladen 1976), and in other writings. 

36 Art. cit. 164, 167, 

37 Ibid. 164 n. 38. 

38 Actually reiterated by Plato at 152el (cf. 153a6). If the commentator left both 
these passages out of discussion, this might be taken as a neglect of the Timaean ontology. 
But of this we cannot be sure, since at col. 69 and 72 there are substantial lacunae. 

3° It can be used for ta aioO@nta; cf. M. Baltes, Timaios Lokros Uber die Natur des 
Kosmos und der Seele (Leiden 1972) 39 on Tim. Locr. 4. At 48.3 ta Svta is used of the 
transcendent objects of knowledge (i.e. ideas). 

4° Art. cit. 160. 

4! One might even toy with the idea that at 70.37 he uses the language of the Timaeus 
to describe Parmenides: ottog yap anoBAéwas sic thv tod eidoucg pbow, napedO@v dé 
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3. The perspective on the history of philosophy. Academics and Sceptics 
are mentioned by name only once in Philo’s works, in QG 3.33, where they 
are disparagingly referred to in order to explain Esau’s boorishness and love 
of contention (Gen. 16:12). Moreover he never refers to philosophers as 
Platonists, even though in a number of texts he evidently has them in mind *?. 
So the Philonic evidence does not aid Tarrant’s thesis on this point. In his 
exegetical works Philo is habitually vague in his references to actual 
Greek philosophers and their schools. It is more profitable to look at 
the five so-called philosophical treatises. These concentrate on themes 
in the areas of physics and ethics, and so will not tell us much about 
the epistemological issues raised in the commentary on the Theaetetus. 
Nevertheless I do see an important parallel in the use of concise doxo- 
graphical sections which show an interest in Hellenistic philosophy that 
is still present in Plutarch, but fades out later. In the De aeternitate mundi 
Philo discusses the question in the form of a modified @éo1¢ (i.e. discus- 
sion in utramque partem), but leaves no doubt about where his own 
preferences lie**. It is interesting to compare the doxographical introduc- 
tion of this treatise (87-19), which is carefully structured to reach a 
climax in the 66€a1 of Plato, Hesiod and Moses, with a passage in the 
commentary (5.3-7.20), where a discussion on oiksi@oic as the source 
of justice (extracted from Tht. 143d1-5!) between Stoics, Academics and 
Epicureans is resolved as it were with the climactic reference to Plato’s 
famous words on 6poimots Ge and dixatoovvn at 176a-c. 

Of interest too is Philo’s procedure in the second book of the De Providen- 
tia. We have here a dialogue between Philo and his nephew Alexander, in 
which care is taken to present both sides of the various arguments: 
Alexander draws heavily on the arsenal of New Academic argumentation, 
while Philo’s replies owe much to the Stoa**. Philo too is careful to 
draw attention to the limits of human knowledge. In astronomical matters 
probability must be the aim (872). Yet in general terms there is no spirit 
of ‘mild scepticism’ pervading this work. Philo is pulling out all the 


thy bAnv onoiv: «oiov dKeivntov te OérE1 TH. navti Svopa sivar». For dnoPpAéwas 
cf. Philo Opif. 18, Alcinous Did. 12.1 (from Tim. 29a3, Rep. 484c9), for cidoc as the model 
cf. Tim. Locr. 5, 32. Who is the subject of the verb 9éA€1 in the quotation (instead of teAéOer 
as in Pl.7ht.180e)? Perhaps a Parmenidean non-creating god. But J. Mansfeld informs 
me that he considers a doxographic report such as at Arist. Met.986b24 a more likely 
source of inspiration. 

42 Cf. Runia op. cit. (n. 16) 485-486. 

43 Cf. my analysis of the literary form and structure of the work in ‘Philo’s De aeternitate 
mundi: the problem of its interpretation” Vig. Chr. 35(1981)105-151. 

44 Cf. M. Hadas-Lebel, De Providentia I et II, Les CEuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie 
(ed. Arnaldez-Pouilloux-Mondésert) vol. 35 (Paris 1973) 65-67. 
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stops in order to convince his recalcitrant relative. It is perhaps no 
coincidence that snippets of the conversation remind us of the sage (here 
Philo!) taking his seat among the contentious philosophers and resolving 
the disputes*>. 

4. The direction of philosophical interests. The piety of the commen- 
tator, Tarrant argues, is strongly reminiscent of Plutarch (7.18 mpdc tov 
Oeov Spoimotic, 58.39 ff. divine npdvotg, cf. 54.35 divine cogia). But there 
is not that preoccupation with theology, metaphysics and the descent/ 
ascent of the soul which is so characteristic of later Middle Platonism *°. 
One cannot help.thinking that the Australian scholar is trying to have it 
both ways here. Is the fragment we have long enough and representative 
enough to allow such a judgment? The reference to the Phaedrus myth is 
unmistakable at 48.3 (woynv teBedo8a1 ta Svta, cf. Phdr. 247e3 woyn ... 
ta. Svta. Svtwc SOeacapévn; note also 53.5 Hriotavto ai yoyai Kai né&Aar 
Kai évowmpatodsioat, 57.30 Kata nicav Evompatwoiv), and it may be 
purely coincidental that the metaphysical references are kept so sober. 

Philo’s evidence does not support the notion of a theological and meta- 
physical sobriety in early Middle Platonism. He is notoriously obsessed 
with the themes of the nature of God (and his relation to man) and the 
fate of the soul. The descent/ascent of the soul in the Phaedrus myth supplies 
him with a pivotal metaphor, both in psychology and epistemology (though 
he has no ue for the additional aspect of metempsychosis)*’. It has been 
precisely these interests (together with his extensive use of the Timaeus 
in the area of cosmology) that have led many scholars to see an affinity 
— though not a direct connection — between Philo and the group of 
Middle Platonists beginning with Plutarch, in spite of the chronological 
disparity *°. 

5. Epistemology and mild scepticism. Here we reach the very centre of 
Tarrant’s thesis and it is not surprising that most of his discussion of 
Philo’s evidence concentrates on this subject*?. Philo should not be 
seen as a committed dogmatist °° : 


45 E.g. $85 ‘let us no longer altercate in the manner that the aipéoeic are accustomed 
to attack each other, for I already incline to your view’; §112 toig pt piAoveixws Exov01. 

46 Art. cit. 165, 167, 172. 

47 See now the comprehensive study of A. Méasson, Philon d’Alexandrie et le mythe 
du “Phédre”’ : images de Dieu et de l’dme (unpubl. diss. Lyon 1982). 

48 As Tarrant rightly points out (art. cit. 177), Plutarch’s tutor Ammonius might be a 
bridge. One might add that he came to Athens from Egypt (Eunapius Vit. Phil. 454), 
so he may have lived in Alexandria when Philo was an old man. 

49 Art. cit. 173-178. 

50 Ibid. 175, 177. 
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It is not so much that Philo tries to steer a middle course between scepticism 

and dogmatism: rather he sees mild scepticism as the proper product of 
philosophic enquiry, which will end in mere ‘reasonable’ and ‘probable’ 
conclusions. Men are bound to judge by such criteria, unless, like Moses, 
they are able to reject these New Academic criteria and replace them by a 
higher truth from God. These criteria are second best ... But traditional 
philosophy offers nothing more; qua philosopher, Philo retains a mild Aca- 
demic scepticism, but no more. 
[The commentator’s] kind of Platonism is also Philo’s kind of Platonism. 
They share a readiness to discuss and make use of a number of Stoic ethical 
ideas as well as an interest in scepticism. Neither would be classed as sceptics 
today, for they both teach confidently and with positive purpose, and both 
seem to have a religious faith which surmounts doubts about the details of 
this world ... One cannot assert that [the commentator] influenced Philo; 
one can suggest that somebody like he did so. 


The issues raised here are large; we can do little more than skate over the 
surface. For many years scholars have puzzled over the considerable number 
of passages in Philo in which he is pessimistic about the possibility man 
has of gaining certain knowledge and over how these passages can be given 
a Satisfactory place in his thought *!. Tarrant’s solution will repay careful 
consideration. 

As can be seen from the passages quoted above, the case rests in effect 
ona vital distinction between philosophical knowledge, which is limited be- 
cause man’s unaided reason has a limited reach, and a higher kind of know- 
ledge revealed by God to a privileged few*?. There are passages in Philo 
which clearly could suggest such a distinction. Thus, to cite one of the 
more important, in Opif. 8 Moses is described as ‘both having reached the 
peak of attainment in philosophy and having been instructed by means of 
oracles in the numerous and most comprehensive doctrines of nature’. 
Should we read this to mean that the great Moses combined a properly philo- 
sophical attitude of mild scepticism in certain matters with true knowledge 
based on direct divine revelation in others? 

The objection I have to this approach is that it encourages a division 
between philosophy and religion which is unhelpful for an understanding 
not only of Philo’s thought, but also, I think, of that of his Middle Platonist 
(near)contemporaries °*. It must not be thought that the higher knowledge 
of which Philo so often speaks is regarded by him as being of an essentially 


2s See above all the important contribution of V. Nikiprowetzky, op. cit. (n. 16) 183- 
192 and also now Mansfeld art. cit. (n. 29). 

52 The same emphasis on a higher revealed knowledge is crucial to Tarrant’s inter- 
pretation of the digression in the Seventh epistle, as we saw above on p. 88. 

53 For a fuller discussion see Runia op. cit. (n. 16) 523-557. 
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different kind, i.e. supernatural or non-rational, than the knowledge of 
the truth sought by the philosophers. Philo is persuaded that Moses, 
through divine assistance, attained the highest knowledge available to 
man and that he encoded this knowledge in the Pentateuchal books, 
where it is accessible to the initiated reader. It is undoubtedly true that 
Philo is not interested in the technical niceties of many philosophical 
discussions, especially in the areas of epistemology and logic, so that 
he does not accredit much originality to Moses on these issues either. 
But in the areas of theology, creational cosmology, anthropology and 
ethics he tends to present Moses as a kind of super-philosopher who can 
succeed where other philosophers (including Plato) falter. We recall the 
sage, taking his seat between the bickering birds and the doctrinal 
diyotopnpata. 

Near the beginning of his discussion of the Philonic evidence Tarrant 
affirms that ‘a sensible estimation of Philo’s work must rely chiefly on the 
recurrent factors, not on passages which are striking but unique’ >**. 
Methodologically this is entirely sound. The tracking down of ‘recurrent 
factors’ must not, however, devolve into a statistical exercise. It is essential 
that we base this procedure on an insight into what Philo is trying to 
achieve in his giant enterprise. Bearing in mind the centrality of the thought 
and writings of Moses, we will find it useful, I believe, to distinguish 
between a number of different types of ‘sceptical’ passages in Philo’s 
ceuvre. At least a tripartition is required: 

(1) those texts which have as their basis the assumption that there is 

a hierarchy of knowledge, that the higher knowledge is possessed by God 

and the heavenly beings and can be granted to especially gifted human 

beings (such as the Patriarchs and Moses), but that most lovers of 
learning have to be content with the lesser prize of probabilities (cf. 

Plant. 79-80, Spec. 1.38, Praem. 43 etc.)*°; 

(2) those texts which look to the object of knowledge and, under the 

influence of Plato’s strictures in the Timaeus, declare that in many 

areas of scientific inquiry certain knowledge cannot be reached (cf. 

Her. 224, Somn. 1.21-24, Aet. 1-2 etc.; note that Moses’ knowledge too is 

limited in this domain, e.g. at Sacr. 136, Fug. 161 ff.)*°; 

(3) those texts which emphasize the epistemic limitations of the exe- 


54 Art. cit. 174; he is polemicizing against Dillon’s use of Congr. 141-144 at op. cit. 
(n. 1) 144. 

55 As was remarked earlier (p. 4) at least one area of knowledge, the essential nature 
of God, transcends the capability of even the most gifted and divinely favoured of men. 

56 For a fuller discussion see Runia op. cit. (n. 16) 122-130. 
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gete in his task of decoding the wisdom contained in the books of the 

sage Moses (cf. Opif. 72, Cher. 55, Decal. 18 etc.)>’. 

The importance of distinguishing these three groups should be immediately 
clear. The second differs from the other two because it is particularly con- 
cerned with the object of knowledge. Not all questions raised in philosophy 
are such that it is possible to gain certain knowledge concerning them. In 
the first and third the emphasis lies on the subject of the cognitive process. 
In the former a theoretical approach is taken, as worked out most often in 
the allegorical exegesis of biblical texts; in the latter there is a more di- 
rect concern with the knowledge the exegete himself can achieve in his study 
of scripture. But obviously there is an intimate connection between the two 
groups. The exegete too is thirsting for knowledge, and so has his own 
place on the epistemic ladder. The further he advances in his studies, 
the higher his rung will become, for he too can count on the aid of divine 
inspiration (cf. Cher. 27). The reason the two groups must be kept apart 
is the assumption — strange to us, but essential for Philo — that one 
could advance further by studying the writings of the naAatoi Kai Oior 
dvépsec than in the exercise of independent philosophical reflection. 

It would be illuminating to look more closely at individual passages, 
but space forbids. The one thing that cannot be emphasized enough is that 
in all cases (except in the philosophical treatises) it is vitally important 
to regard the exegetical concern of the passage under discussion. This is 
the lesson that Professor Nikiprowetzky hammered home in his many 
essays, and no student of Philo can afford to ignore it. We have already 
come across an interesting example in our comments on Her. 246-248 
above. Another which is no less significant involves the notorious passage 
at Ebr. 166-205, in which Philo invokes the ten tropes of the Sceptic 
Aenesidemus and ‘thus seems to overthrow the basis of his philosophy’ >°. 
The question of whether Philo was influenced by the Sceptic original 
or a New Academic adaptation °° is less important here than the question 
of the exegetical context. It is surely evident that, if the comdc Noah gets 
drunk and walks around naked (Gen. 9:21), and if, by way of a biblical 
parallel, Lot does likewise and moreover sleeps with his two daughters 
(Gen. 19:33-35), Philo’s exegesis is not going to give us the last word on 


57 Cf. Nikiprowetzky, op. cit. (n. 16) 190-191. 

58 F.H. Colson, Philo LCL (London 1929-62) III 314. 

59 Tarrant art. cit. 176. The independence of mind with which Philo adapts the 
Aenesideman tropes is rightly stressed by K. Janaéek, ‘Philon von Alexandreia und 
skeptische tropen’ Eirene 20 (1982) 83-97. 
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the possibility that the cogdc has of gaining knowledge when in full 
possession of his faculties. 

6. Commentary and exegesis. The final aspect I wish to discuss is not 
touched on by Tarrant, but struck me forcibly while reading the papyrus, 
namely the parallels between the anonymous commentary on Plato and 
Philo’s Mosaic exegesis. Naturally there are also marked differences, 
almost certainly greater than the similarities°°. The commentator gives 
a methodical and didactic sentence-by-sentence exposition of a philoso- 
phical work; Philg' has to resort to the techniques of allegory in order to 
elucidate the cryptic, quasi-oracular nature of the Mosaic text. Neverthe- 
less it is worth pointing out at least the following parallels°’. 

(1) The division of philosophers into oi naAatoi and oi vemtepor (cf. 11.10, 
45.26), the former (by implication) being regarded as the discoverers of doc- 
trines, the latter as interpreters and exegetes. It is worth noting that 
the most recent philosopher mentioned by name in the commentary is 
Ariston of Chios (floruit 250 B.C.); the vemtepo. are always referred to 
anonymously °* — whether philosophers of other schools (e.g. 63.4 oi 
Tluppovero1, doubtless with Aenesidemus in mind) or of his own school 
(e.g. 2.11 tév MAatwmvikév tives), or other commentators (e.g. 28.42, 
29.1 maoi) —, i.e. in the same way Philo habitually denotes fellow-exegetes. 
(2) The regular use of the method of the quaestio et solutio in order to 
elucidate the Platonic text (e.g. 8.27 Cnteitat obv ... ATOKPLTEOV TOIVUV ..., 
cf. 4.40, 34.32, 52.44 etc.)°%. 

(3) The defence of Plato and his doctrines against the attacks of rival 
schools. Especially the passionate outburst at 45.34-40 (Eppétwoay ovv ot 
dno dyvoiacg naAalic GnEelpoKaAiav 7] MiAotitiav 7 GAAO TL TOLOdTO 
mpooantovtes TH TTAdtwvt) is reminiscent of Philo’s tireless apologetics 
on Moses’ behalf. 

(4) The invocation of parallel texts from other Platonic works, either for 
the sake of jllustration or elucidation (e.g. 56.27, 74.7), or because of 
possible discrepancies or inconsistencies (e.g. 8.25, 57.15). 

(5) Diverse exegetical techniques, such as: introducing an exegesis with 


6° On Philonic exegesis and Platonist commentaries cf. J. Dillon, ‘The formal structure 
of Philo’s allegorical exegesis’ in Winston and Dillon op. cit. (n. 27) 77-88, Runia op. cit. 
(n. 16) 502-505. 

6! For the sake of economy I give no examples, but these can easily be supplied by 
those familiar with his exegetical methods and techniques. 

62 Incidentally, in this the commentator differs from the later Neoplatonist commenta- 
tors. 

63 On the central place of the guaestio et solutio method in Philo’s exegesis cf. Niki- 
prowetzky in Winston and Dillon op. cit. (n. 27) 8ff. 


IX 


IX 


102 


‘perhaps’ (29.27, 35.21); referring to the master’s words with a simple onoi 
(39.9); attention to small details of the text (57.35, 64.38); drawing atten- 
tion to Plato’s concision (41.29); cross-references to other exegetical works 
of the author (already written 35.10, 70.11, promised 48.9); direct appeal 
to the reader (58.39); multiple exegesis, where the last opinion (the author’s) 
is regarded as the most plausible (35.1 3ff.). 

The similarities we have observed do not just result from the fact that 
both authors are commenting on an authoritative text. Indeed, we may gain 
an important clue here to the reticence with regard to the affirmation of 
doctrine in propria persona which is shared by both Philo and the commen- 
tator (‘mild scepticism’ in my view does not hit the right note). The 
commentator is very much concerned with the question of whether Plato 
(and his followers) have positive doctrines or not. At 55.8 he is affirmative : 
“that Plato has doctrines and makes them known can be convincingly 
deduced from the man himself’. A few colums later, however, in reply 
to a possible conflict between Tht. 151d2-3 and Rep. 389b, he places 
more emphasis on the dialectical nature of Plato’s writings (59.12): “‘I 
affirm, therefore, that in his researches he inquires and does not disclose 
his views, and so puts forward neither what is false nor what is true; 
but to those who are skilled in his method he covertly makes his opinion 
known’, Evidently it is the task of the followers of Plato to examine 
the master’s writings carefully and to make an attempt to determine 
what Plato’s doctrines are. This exegetical task is in fact exactly what 
the anonymous commentator himself is doing. Commentary and doxo- 
graphy thus precede a more systematic account of Platonic doctrine, 
such as we find in a relatively unsophisticated form in the Didaskalikos 
of Alcinous®>. 

It must be admitted that in the small remnant of the commentator’s 
exegetical output that survives®® there is no direct reflection on the ac- 
tivity of the exegete and the extent to which he can gain insight into the 
master’s thought. But various pieces of evidence — such as his willingness 
to cite other exegetes, the use of ‘perhaps’ to introduce an interpretation, 


64 | hesitate in rendering AcAnOdtws. Does it mean ‘imperceptibly’, ‘without our being 
aware of it’ (cf. Tarrant art. cit. 172)? But the point is that oi éunetpot tic pebddov do 
perceive what is going on. So perhaps it is better to render ‘covertly’ (cf. Festugiére’s rendering 
of the same word at Proclus in Tim. 1.331.17 Diehl). 

© But note that the opening words tév kuptwtatwv MAdtwvos Soypatov recall almost 
exactly what the commentator says of the ‘Academics’ (55.4 10 Kaéxeivovc Ta Kuptmtata 
TOV SOYHatTwOV Tadta Eyelv TH MAGtwvi). 

6 Commentaries on the Timaeus (35.11) and on the Symposium (70.10) already completed, 
on the Phaedo (48.9) anticipated. 
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the emphasis on his own view (@npi, Aéywm) — do indicate that he is conscious 
of the provisionality of his own attempt to explicate Plato’s thought. The 
further one has advanced, the better one’s understanding ®’. It is perhaps 
no coincidence that in both Eudorus’ and Plutarch’s interpretation of a 
Platonic text there is strong emphasis on 10 eixdc of the views presented ©. 
The beginnings of Middle Platonism may, therefore, have to be sought in a 
long process of exegetical reflection on the Platonic corpus, in which the 
probabilistic inheritance of the late Academy was applied not to the Plato- 
nic doctrine itself; but to the possibility of the interpreter gaining in- 
sight into what ‘the doctrine of the school’s founder actually was. This, 
at any rate, would correspond well to the nature of Philo’s ‘sceptical ten- 
dency’. He is convinced that the oo@dc, and most notably Moses, can 
decide between the dissenting 50€at of the philosophers. He is far less 


convinced that, as interpreter of the sage’s writings, he can reach that | 


level of learning and inspiration himself. 

My conclusion with regard to the main thesis of Tarrant’s second article 
is, therefore, double-edged. It seems to me very likely that the anonymous 
Commentary is earlier than hitherto supposed — certainly earlier than 'Plu- 
tarch, perhaps roughly contemporary with Philo. The direction of the 
commentary’s interests and the nature of its doxographies support this, 
even though we should be careful not to draw too many conclusions 
from such a limited (in more than one sense!) fragment. I do not believe, 
however, that the papyrus is of crucial importance in that it introduces 
us to a ‘mildly sceptical’ epistemology that stands midway between the 
more far-reaching probabilism of the later Academy and the dogmatism 
of mature Middle Platonism. At least, the Philonic evidence — and 
especially the relation between scepticism and dogmatism in his thought — 
does not support this view. Whether or not the fragment should be 
assigned to Eudorus, which would make it quite a bit earlier than Philo, 
is a further question which has not been touched on in this essay. 
Aside from the many points of detail discussion by Tarrant, there is 
also the question of quality to be considered. Is this the sort of writing °? 


©? Cf. perhaps 12.6 dvvoipws (Tht.144b4) 8, iva kai mpoxony, reminiscent of the 
notion of progress and perfection basic to Philo’s allegories (and to his own performance 
as exegete). 

68 Cf. Plutarch Mor. 1013B and the parallels adduced by Cherniss in the note to 
his LCL text and translation. I cannot agree with Tarrant’s interpretation of this text at 
art. cit. 181-182. Eudorus’ to cikéc must also have referred to the explanation (by Crantor 
and Posidonius) of Plato’s text. Plutarch is being polemical, hence the accusation of 
YSia SOypata. 

6? Dillon op. cit. (n. 1) 270 writes that the commentary “in general maintains a level of 
stupefying banality”’. 
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that can be expected from a man who has been thought to have played 
a decisive role in the establishment of a philosophical movement that was 
to be a dominant force in intellectual life for half a millenium and more? 

But I cannot end without a final caveat. In this article evidence from 
the works of Philo of Alexandria has been brought to bear on a Middle 
Platonist document. This is in effect a testimonium paupertatis, revealing 
above all how meagre our sources are for the period under discussion. 
For Philo is emphatically not a Middle Platonist. He regards himself as a 
loyal disciple of Moses, and shows a partiality towards Platonic doctrines 
for no other reason than that he is convinced that Plato’s ideas most often 
and most nearly correspond to what is the hidden deeper meaning of the 
Mosaic philosophy’°. So, in the process of redrawing the map, the 
Philonic evidence can only play a subsidiary role, casting a comparative 
light on what has already been located elsewhere. And if what we can 
locate is insufficient to fill in the contours of the terra incognita on our 
map? In that case we shall simply have to acknowledge our ignorance 
and wait patiently, in the hope that sooner or later the tufa of Herculaneum 
or the sands of Egypt will yield us more of their priceless treasures. 


70 On the question of Philo’s relation to Middle Platonism see the discussion at Runia 
op. cit. (n. 16) 485-522. 


HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY IN THE GRAND MANNER: 
THE ACHIEVEMENT OF H. A. WOLFSON 


The origin of this article dates back to a meeting held at the Free Universi- 
ty Amsterdam some five years ago, one of those regular get-togethers in 
which teachers and students of ancient, patristic and medieval philosophy 
discuss research developments and other topics of mutual interest. When, 
towards the end of the meeting, those present were asked to volunteer 
themes for future discussion, I suggested that a paper could be presented 
on the view of the history of philosophy developed by H. A. Wolfson. To 
my surprise and delight this proposal was warmly supported by the late 
Prof. dr. M. C. Smit. Wolfson’s numerous important contributions to the 
history of medieval philosophy had not — needless to say — escaped the poly- 
mathic scope of his learning. The grand thesis put forward by Wolfson, he 
affirmed, was no longer getting the attention it deserved, and was well 
worth re-examination. 

Unfortunately, due to the pressure of circumstances, the preparation of 
my paper was delayed. In any case, Prof. Smit would not have been present 
to hear it, for the above-mentioned meeting was one of the last which he 
was able to attend. Pietatis causa, however, I would like to take up the 
thread of my suggestion, not only in order to fulfil my promise, but also to 
see whether Prof. Smit’s judgment could be vindicated in this case. 

Given the unparalleled breadth of Wolfson’s interests and the no less re- 
markable scope of his achievements, the treatment of his life’s work in the 
context of this article will have to be severely restrictive, if not downright 
superficial. In the first part I shall give a summary of his main thesis and 
the scholarly works in which it was presented. In the second part a critical 
evaluation of some of the more salient aspects of his work will be attempt- 
ed. As the title of the article indicates, the emphasis of my review will be di- 
rected towards the macro-structural aspect of Wolfson’s work, i.e., the 
grand thesis on the history of philosophy which he developed in the course 
of his research. Within this larger context special attention will be given to 
the central place of Judaism, and in particular to the crucial role of the first 
Jewish philosopher, Philo of Alexandria. 
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The scholarly career and views of HARRY AUSTRYN WOLFSON can- 
not be properly understood without reference to his Jewish-American 
background. It is fitting, therefore, to begin with some biographical 
details.! Wolfson’s unusual middle name, which he gave himself in his 
twenty-fifth year, immediately draws our attention to his birthplace. It is a 
Hellenized version of Ostrin, the name of a small Lithuanian town situated 
not far from the then border of Poland and White Russia. There he was 
born in 1887, the son of simple Jewish parents. His exceptional intellectual 
ability manifested itself early, during his education in the rigorous but 
challenging school of biblical and talmudic studies. In 1903, at the age of 
sixteen, he emigrated with his family to the United States of America, 
where, by dint of sheer hard work and a measure of good fortune (a scho- 
larship!), he gained admission to Harvard University in the autumn of 
1908. With that famous educational institution he was to remain associated 
until his death in 1974, gaining his doctorate there in 1915, becoming the 
foundation occupant of the Nathan Littauer Professorship of Hebrew Li- 
terature and Philosophy (the first chair of its kind in North America) in 
1925, and continuing to live close to the campus after his retirement in 
1958. Though an excellent speaker and an inspiring teacher, Wolfson was 
of a rather retiring disposition and habitually devoted all the time at his dis- 
posal to study and scholarly productivity. Later in life, when his great con- 
tribution to the study of the history of philosophy received due recognition, 
he was overwhelmed with academic honours. This he found gratifying, but 
he did not allow it to distract him from his dedication to scholarship and 
the completion of his life’s work. 
The task which Wolfson had set himself was to produce a series of twelve 
volumes with the general title Structure and Growth of Philosophic Systems 
from Plato to Spinoza. The individual books of the projected series were:2 
*] Introductory volume: Greek philosophy 
2-3 Philo: Foundations of religious philosophy in fudaism, Christianity 
and Islam, 2 vols. 1947 

4-5 The philosophy of the Church fathers, vol. 1 Faith Trinity Incarna- 

" tion, 1956 (vol. 2 not published) 

6-7 The philosophy of the Kalam, vol. 1 1976, vol. 2 Repercussions of the 
Kalam in Jewish philosophy, 1979 

*8 The Muslim philosophers (Arabic philosophy from Al-Farabi to 
Averroes) 

*9 The philosophy of Halevi and Maimonides 

[9a] [Crescas’ critique of Aristotle: Problems of Aristotle’s Physics in Few- 
ish and Arabic philosophy, 1929] 

*10 Latin philosophy from St.Thomas Aquinas to Descartes 

11-12 The philosophy of Spinoza: Unfolding the latent processes of his rea- 
soning, 2 vols. 1934 (definitive revised edition planned as conclu- 
sion of the whole series). 

When it is realized that the asterisks denote works that were not published, 

it becomes clear that the monument that Wolfson left behind at his death 

was substantially unfinished. But when we further realize that at least 

drafted, but sometimes fully completed, manuscripts of these volumes 
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were prepared, we gain some idea, not only of the prodigious scope of 
Wolfson’s learning, but also of the single-minded dedication with which he 
pursued his goal. Before we make some remarks on the works he did pu- 
blish, however, we need to say something about the grand view of the histo- 
ry of philosophy on which the whole series is based, and also about the con- 
troversial method which was used to produce it. 


The grand view of the history of philosophy which Wolfson developed at- 
tempts to reshape the conventional view accepted everywhere in the West- 
ern world almost as a matter of course. Its novelty lies not in its triple struc- 
ture, but in the fact that it sees the history of philosophy as a kind of trip- 
tych, in which the central panel is the most important — contrast the con- 
ventional view which regards the middle period as no more than an inter- 
lude — and in which the hinges holding the panels together are represented 
by the thought of two Jewish philosophers, Philo and Spinoza. For a conci- 
se account I can do no better than cite Wolfson’s own words, as formulated 
in the Preface of his book Religious philosophy 
If we are to follow the conventional method of dividing philosophy into — 
ancient, medieval, and modern, then medieval philosophy is to be de- 
fined as that system of thought which flourished between pagan Greek 
philosphy, which knew not of Scripture, and that body of philosophic 
writings which ever since the seventeenth century has tried to free itself 
from the influence of Scripture. Medieval philosophy so defined was 
founded by Philo, who lived at the time of the rise of Christianity. Osten- 
sibly Philo is only the interpreter of Hebrew Scripture in terms of Greek 
philosophy. But actually he is more than that. He is the interpreter of 
Greek philosophy in terms of certain fundamental teachings of his He- 
brew Scripture, whereby he revolutionized philosophy and remade it 
into what became the common philosophy of the three religions with 
cognate Scriptures, Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. This triple scrip- 
tural religious philosophy, which was built up by Philo, reigned supreme 
as a homogeneous, if not a thoroughly unified, system of thought until 
the seventeenth century, when it was pulled down by Spinoza. 
In the final paragraph of the same work he is even more succinct:4 
For on all [the various] religious issues there are only two alternatives. 
One was stated in the Hebrew Scripture, and the other in the various 
writings of Greek philosophers. Thereafter, the great question in the 
history of religious philosophy was whether to follow the one or the 
other, or to combine the two. And in the history of religious philosophy, 
so conceived, two figures are outstanding, Philo and Spinoza. Philo was 
the first to combine the two; Spinoza was the first to break up that combi- 
nation. 
Interestingly, in these passages Wolfson describes his subject as ‘the history 
of religious philosophy’, whereas the title of his whole series speaks of ‘phi- 
losophical systems’. There is no conflict here. In Wolfson’s eyes the only 
philosophy worth doing was religious philosophy, or, perhaps more accu- 
rately, all philosophy had to be regarded in its relation to religious philo- 
sophy. Secular philosophy was not truly autonomous, but had broken away 
from religious philosophy and was attempting to forget its origins. A corol- 
lary of this view is the importance and validity of natural theology, since, 
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for Wolfson as for everybody else, philosophy began with the Greeks. 

It is less straightforward to give an outline of Wolfson’s method. Yet an 
understanding of this method is indispensable for an evaluation of his 
grand thesis as a whole. Wolfson himself described it as ‘the Talmudic hy- 
pothetico-deductive method of text interpretation’.5 Its chief characteris- 
tic, he claims, is its scientific nature:6 

The Talmudic student approaches the study of texts in the same manner 

as the scientist approaches the study of nature. Just as the scientist pro- 

ceeds on the assumption that there is a uniformity and continuity in na- 

ture so the Talmudic student proceeds on the assumption that there is a 

uniformity and continuity in human reasoning. Now, this method of 

text interpretation is sometimes derogatorily referred to as Talmudic 

quibbling or pilpul. In truth it is nothing but the application of the scien- 

tific method to the study of texts. 
It is to be assumed that every philosopher stands in a tradition. Whether 
consciously or unconsciously, he either reproduces the views of earlier 
thinkers, or interprets or criticizes these views. When interpreting the 
thought of a philosopher one should not, therefore, be distracted by the 
form in which that philosophy is presented — whether it be in the form of 
a dialogue, scholastic treatise, biblical exegesis, doxography, classroom lec- 
tures, philosophical commentary, or sequences of geometric proposi- 
tions —, for this can conceal as much as it reveals of the author’s true 
thought. The purpose of historical research, Wolfson says in explicit 
terms,’ 

... 18 to uncover these unuttered thoughts, to reconstruct the latent pro- 

cesses of reasoning that always lie behind uttered words, and to try to de- 

‘termine the true meaning of what is said by tracing back the story of how 

it came to be said, and why it is said in the manner in which it is said. 
Moreover the method allows its results to be controlled and verified in the 
manner of a scientific experiment. When dealing with a particular ques- 
tion Wolfson would start with a number of representative texts. Having 
reached a conjectural hypothesis on the basis of these texts, he would check 
its validity against all other texts that could shed light on the subject at 
hand. 

In practice the application of this method results in the two main feat- 
ures of Wolfson’s research. Firstly, it is profoundly systematic, reconstruc- 
ting lines of philosophical argument with the utmost clarity, even in cases 
when the actual writings of the philosophers concerned are obscure and 
full of confusion. Secondly, the thought of every philosopher is regarded as 
a part of a tradition, inextricably linked to the philosophical ideas that pre- 
ceded it and proceeded from it. In the case of Philo’s thought, for example, 
Wolfson not only shows how he criticized and reshaped the views of Plato, 
Aristotle and the Stoa, but also concludes each chapter by outlining the 
fate of his ideas in the subsequent philosophical tradition until Spinoza. 
These two features, systematization and location within the tradition, will 
meet us at every turn, as we now give a chronological overview of the stu- 
dies which Wolfson lived to complete. 


The subject of Wolfson’s first major study — completed in 1917, but due to 
the unavailability of funds not published until 1929 — was Crescas, the Jew- 
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ish philosopher who lived in fourteenth century Spain. It was the cryptic 
concision of Crescas’ masterpiece, Light of the Lord, that first led Wolfson 
to develop his hypothetico-deductive method. Crescas stands squarely in 
the rich tradition of five centuries of Jewish-Arabic philosophy, but, more 
often than not, his relation to that tradition has to be reconstructed from 
hints strewn through the text. The specific subject of the study was Cres- 
cas’ demolition, anticipating the discoveries of Galilei and Bruno two cen- 
turies later, of the closed system of the Maimonidean universe that ulti- 
mately went back to the physics and cosmology of Aristotle. In Crescas’ 
view Maimonides had placed an excessive reliance on the powers of 
reason. Reason can, he thinks, be used to refute the scientific dogmas of 
the Aristotelian tradition, but the limits of its powers must be kept carefully 
in mind. Although there are ideas in Crescas that remind us of the innova- 
tions of Spinoza, the Spanish Jew resolutely refuses to take the step — in the 
area of theology — that would place him outside the religious and philoso- 
phical tradition of Judaism. 

The subject of Wolfson’s next major work, the philosophy of Spinoza as 
found in the Ethics, comes as no surprise. Equally predictable was his keen- 
ness to portray Spinoza’s thought against the background of medieval phi- 
losophy in the three languages Latin, Hebrew and Arabic. But very little of 
this background is apparent in the Ethics, one might say. Wolfson was con- 
vinced that the Ethics in its geometric form was only a bare outline of all 
that went on in Spinoza’s mind when writing it, that behind the Ethica or- 
dine geometrico demonstrata lay the Ethica more scholastico rabbinicogue de- 
monstrata. Hence the subtitle of the study, Unfolding the latent processes of 
his reasoning, based once again on use of the hypothetico-deductive me- 
thod. The portrait that emerges from the study is not that of a radical inno- 
vator, starting ex nzhilo as it were, but of a thinker who is steeped in the tra- 
dition, but nevertheless by means of a number of acts of intellectual daring 
crosses the boundaries imposed by that tradition.’ Wolfson finds little of 
the much-vaunted God-intoxication in Spinoza. God is little more than an 
empty logical shell, a remnant from the long tradition which Spinoza is at- 
tempting to overthrow. This new conception allows no room for a religion 
of revelation; the religion of reason set up in its stead covers the same 
ground, and in fact cannot be understood without reference to that which 
it is trying to replace. 

The study on Spinoza, published in 1934, had convinced Wolfson of the 
essential unity of the medieval tradition in its triple form of Jewish, Arabic 
and Latin scholastic philosophy. He then took the fateful decision to trace 
that tradition back to its origin. By 1941 the volumes of his great series had 
been planned and much was already down on paper. Indeed, by that year, 
the Introductory volume on Greek philosophy was ready for the press. Yet 
he hung back, in the suspicion that he was missing the vital clue. That clue 
he found in the chapters of that work which he had dedicated to the 
thought of the Alexandrian Jew, Philo, a contemporary of Jesus Christ. 
The chapters were methodically expanded into two monumental volumes. 
It remains Wolfson’s most controversial work, providing, as we shall see 
more clearly later on, the key to his entire grand perspective on the history 
of philosophy. 

Up to the time that Wolfson took Philo’s many volumes of biblical com- 
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mentary down from his shelf, the Alexandrian had received rather a poor 
press. Students of Jewish and Christian religion had regarded his philoso- 
phical exegesis as a caricature of biblical thought, while students of ancient 
philosophy had found him inconsistent and unable to grasp the deeper phi- 
losophical issues which he touched on. The portrait presented by Wolfson 
attempted a wholesale revision of this communis opinio:9 
Philo will emerge from our study as a philosopher in the grand manner, 
not a mere dabbler in philosophy. He did have the power of intellect to 
be able to reject the theories of other philosophers and to strike out a new 
and hitherto unknown path for himself. He is to be given credit for origi- 
nality in all the problems dealt with by him, for in this particular set of 
problems he was the originator of every fundamental concept which 
continued to be discussed thereafter throughout the history of philoso- 
phy. ... it is most remarkable that without a group of official disciples 
his teachings became the most dominant influence in European philo- 
sophy for well-nigh seventeen centuries. 
The hypothetico-deductive method was yet again indispensable for Wolf- 
son’s enterprise. Convinced that the artificiality of the literary form of Phi- 
lo’s writings often obscures his thinking, he employed his method to recon- 
struct the coherent system of philosophy which represented what Philo 
‘really thought’. That system is set out in a sequence of twelve chapters, of 
which the first two lay the foundations for the rest. The decisive step taken 
by the Jew Philo was to subordinate philosophy to religion, which entailed 
for him the subordination of reason to faith. He thus anticipated, or rather 
laid the groundwork for, the medieval conception of philosophia as the an- 
cilla theologiae. As a ‘religous preamble of faith’ Philo formulated eight 
principles which he considered essential to a successful philosophical en- 
terprise: the existence of God, the unity of God, the reality of Divine provi- 
dence, the creation of the world, the unity of the world, the existence of the 
ideas, the revelation of the Law, the eternity of the Law. On the basis of 
these eight principles Philo constructed an impressively coherent system 
of philosophy. But in spite of the manifest indebtedness to the Greek phi- 
losophical tradition, the foundation of Philo’s system is Jewish to the core. 
Wolfson makes a much more extensive use of Rabbinic parallels than was 
customary in Philonic scholarship, justifying this with his assertion that 
Philo could read Hebrew and that he stood in direct relation to currents of 
‘native Judaism’.!0 
With the discovery of Philo’s key role the map of Wolfson’s grand con- 
ception was finally complete. All he had to do was fill in the contours and 
the series of twelve volumes would be finished as a matter of course. But 
once again his inquisitiveness got the better of him. While preparing a 
brief hundred-page sketch of Patristic philosophy, he suddenly realized 
that the land of the Fathers was to him ‘as dark as the proverbial darkest 
Africa’,!! and that these men were a much more important link in the 
chain of post-Philonic philosophy than he had supposed. The result was a 
manuscript of 1800 pages, of which only a first part was published in 1956. 
Six of the eight principles of Philo’s preamble of faith, Wolfson found, 
made their reappearance in the Church fathers. The same subordination of 
reason to faith continued to be maintained, but, in order to do justice to the 
increased sophistication of Patristic thought, Wolfson had to distinguish 
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between single faith theories of Tertullian and Origen and the double faith 
theory put forward by Clement and Augustine. The Patristic theories on 
the Trinity, the Logos and the Platonic ideas are seen as a development of 
views first launched by Philo. There is an important rehabilitatory element 
in Wolfson’s treatment of the Fathers, for in many quarters these were seen 
as having no systematic philosophy worth speaking of. Nowhere is the sys- 
tematic rigour of his method put to more effective use than here. But the 
clarity of the results produced is perhaps too great, given the complexities 
of the tradition that spanned the seven centuries from the New Testament 
to John of Damascus. 

The final volumes of the projected series which Wolfson completed 
were devoted to the philosophy of the Kalam and its repercussions in Je- 
wish thought. The Kalam (Logos) is the name given to the Islamic philo- 
sophy developed by the Mutakallimun (lovers of learning) in the eighth 
and ninth centuries, before Al-Kindi introduced a more direct knowledge 
of original Greek philosophical works. The challenge for Wolfson was to 
see whether this philosophical system fitted into his grand thesis. To his sa- 
tisfaction he established that Philonic philosophy also supplied the founda- 
tion of this Arabic body of thought, for five of Philo’s eight principles and 
a modified version of a sixth (the Platonic ideas) could be located in it.!2 A 
particular difficulty of this project was the fact that for our knowledge of 
the Kalam we are wholly dependent on brief and often obscure doxogra- 
phical reports, many of which are still unpublished. The manner in which 
Wolfson managed to disentangle, analyse and systematize this materjal re- 
presents a remarkable achievement. In fact, perhaps the challenge he took 
on here was too great. To quote his own words, ‘I’ve spent too much time 
on the Kalam. It’s my Vietnam.’!3 The Preface of the published work is da- 
ted April 1974, only six months before his death. 

So, as was already observed, Wolfson did not live to complete the ambi- 
tious project on which he had embarked some four decades earlier. This is 
regrettable, but the loss is to some degree compensated by the fact that the 
three volumes of collected papers — Religious philosophy: A group of essays 
(1961) and Studies in the history of philosophy and religion | (1973), II (1977) 
— contain much material that was planned for inclusion in the works of the 
great series. For example, the volume of Latin scholastic philosophy re- 
mained unwritten, but some of Wolfson’s more important views on the 
thought of Thomas Aquinas can be located in an article on ‘The double 
faith theory in Saadia, Averroes and St. Thomas’.!4 


Finally, two brief remarks on aspects of Wolfson’s work which add much 
charm and interest to the solid mass of historical analysis and philosophical 
argument presented in his many studies. 

Firstly, the remarkable lucidity of Wolfson’s analyses and the unsurpas- 
sed command of all the material at his disposal gave his readers or listeners 
the impression that the mists usually enshrouding the history of philo- 
sophy were cleared away and that its contours were all of a sudden revealed 
in sharp relief. When this was combined with the broad sweep of his grand 
perspective, the effect could be exhilarating. For an example let us briefly 
turn to his Alfred North Whitehead Lecture, delivered at Harvard in 1960 
on the theme ‘Descendants of the Platonic ideas’.!5 Concurring in general 
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terms with Whitehead’s oft-quoted dictum that the European philosophical 
tradition consists of a series of footnotes to Plato, he nevertheless felt con- 
strained to qualify it in an important way. In the long history of philosophy 
Plato’s ideas are either interpreted extradeically (existing outside of God), 
as intended by their inventor, or in the manner of Philo, who related them 
to God and postulated an intradeical (existing within God, as his thoughts), 
followed by an extradeical stage. The implication is: in Whitehead’s foot- 
notes Philo played a decisive role. Wolfson ended his lecture with a synop- 
tic summary, expressed in the language of the Bible: 

Now these are the generations of Platonic ideas. 

And Plato lived forty years and begat the ideas. 

And the ideas of Plato lived three hundred years and begat the Logos 

of Philo. 

And the Logos of Philo lived seventy years and begat the Logos of 

John. 

And the Logos of John lived six hundred years and begat the attributes 
of Islam. 
And the attributes of Islam lived five hundred and fifty years and be- 
gat the attributes of the Schoolmen. 
And the attributes of the Schoolmen lived four hundred years and be- 
gat the attributes of Descartes and Spinoza. 
And the attributes of Spinoza lived two hundred years and begat 
among their interpreters sons and daughters who knew not their father. 
The final remark, with its subtle undertone of allusion to apostasy and 
alienation, is particularly significant. 

Secondly, as the attentive reader by now will certainly have observed, 
Wolfson was a consummate master of English prose, in spite of the fact 
that he never spoke a word of that language until his sixteenth year. Again 
a single illustration will suffice. It recounts an experience during the years 
1912-14, when he examined and collated manuscripts in the famous libra- 
ries of Europe, the only time after his immigration that he left the shores 
of North America:!6 

Once, in a great library, I was walking through the narrow aisles between 

long rows of book-shelves stocked with the works of the church writers. 

Every great thinker of the church whose teachings helped to mold 

Christian thought and tradition was represented there by his writings. 

There were the old Church Fathers, both those who wrote in Greek and 

those who wrote in Latin; there also were Augustine the saint and Abe- 

lard the erratic, the great Albertus and Thomas, he of Aquino. Hundreds 
upon hundreds of volumes, the choicest products of the printer’s art of 

Venice, Basel, Leipzig, Paris, and Rome, bound in‘pigskin and in moroc- 

co leather, with gilded back and bronzed corners, all were gathered to- 

gether, standing there in the open shelves, offering themselves for use 

and for study. And looking at that wealth of magnificent volumes, I 

thought of those shabby tomes which incarnate the spirit of Saadia, Ha- 

levi and Maimonides, of those unpublished works of Gersonides, Narbo- 
ni and Shem-tobs, scattered all over the world and rotting in the holds of 
libraries; and I was overcome by that feeling of sadness and sorrow 
which to our forefathers was ever present throughout their exiled life 
amid the foreign splendor of European cities, a feeling so well expres- 
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sed, in the touching prayer: 

‘Lord, I remember, and am sore amazed 

To see each city standing in her state, 

And God’s city to low grave razed.’ 
The eloquence of these lines is unmistakable, but it is not art for its own 
sake. It is meant to bring home with full force the plight of the Judaic heri- 
tage in its material state. What emerges above all is Wolfson’s overriding 
loyalty to his Jewish origins. Although ostensibly wholly dedicated to aca- 
demic scholarship, a career in which he met with overwhelming success, 
he continued to regard himself as a ‘non-observant orthodox Jew’ and in 
the first place a ‘student of medieval Jewish philosophy’.!’ As will appear, 
this profound loyalty to Judaism furnishes the key to Wolfson’s grand per- 
spective, but is also the cause of its chief weakness. 
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To give a critical evaluation of the achievement of H. A. Wolfson is by no 
means a straightforward undertaking. To begin with, an author has the 
right to demand that he be judged by a competent critic. But who is going 
to approach even remotely the astonishing breadth and depth of Wolfson’s 
learning? He appeared to have a first-hand knowledge of the entire range 
of philosophical source-material from the Greeks to Spinoza, Hume, Kant 
and beyond. Linguistic barriers did not confine him: Greek, Latin, He- 
brew, Syriac and Arabic texts were all dealt with in the original. This was 
indispensable for the study of the ‘medieval’ tradition with its daunting lin- 
guistic diversity. Surely no one has ever matched his knowledge of the He- 
brew and Arabic and Latin texts of medieval philosophy. Moreover, the re- 
sults of his research are presented, in more than one respect, with a formid- 
able rigour. As has often been noted, Wolfson was an expert in the tracing 
and analysis of philosophical terms. With the passion and finesse of a Sher- 
lock Holmes he would track down a term from its use in Spinoza or Descar- 
tes, via Maimonides, Avicenna, Plotinus, Philo, back to its origin in Plato 
or Aristotle. This was combined with a remarkable feeling for the logic of 
argument, whether in the analyses of philosophical discussion or in the 
presentation of his own case. 

In short, I would go so far as to assert that Wolfson’s writings on the phi- 
losophical tradition possess a virtually flawless internal coherence. Once 
the presuppositions on which they are based are accepted, the rest will 
quasi-automatically follow. It is not enough to complain, in the words of 
one highly critical reviewer, that Wolfson’s work is ‘utterly idiosyn- 
cratic’.!8 Unavoidably we must penetrate to the foundations on which his 
monumental edifice is built. 


1. The role of Fudaism 

It is no coincidence that, when Wolfson for the first time presents his 
grand view of the history of philosophy, he takes up an explicitly 
anti-Hegelian stance.!9 Hegel, it will be recalled, had adopted a tripartition 
of the history of philosophy into ancient, medieval and modern philoso- 
phy. The first of these periods was heathen, the second and third essentially 
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Christian. The difference between the latter two is that in the former phi- 
losophy was in bondage to the service of theology, while in the final period 
it is liberated and can propound the metaphysical Idea with the conviction 
of purely rational cogency. The Jewish and Arabic contribution, on the 
other hand, need only be noticed in an external and historic way, while that 
of Philo can be safely relegated to a footnote. It must be agreed with Wolf- 
son that this scheme, shorn of its metaphysical pretensions, has by no 
means lost all its influence.20 

Wolfson’s objections to this scheme can be brought under two headings. 
Firstly he strongly disagrees with the relatively humble status accorded to 
medieval philosophy. It is not a retrogressive interlude between the two 
great periods of Western philosophy. Even if in the period from Philo to 
the seventeenth century reason is subordinated to faith, the philosophy 
produced is nevertheless a fully-fledged philosophy in its own right. Se- 
condly he is not content with the insignificant role attributed to Judaism in 
philosophy’s development. Hegel’s conception of the Jewish contribution 
to Western culture was, as is well known, not entirely flattering. It is the an- 
tithesis to the Greek thesis, awaiting the synthesis of Christianity. And this 
contribution is confined to the realm of religion. Wolfson’s reply is that the 
role of Judaism is decisive, not only in religion, but also in philosophy. In 
the medieval period Jewish philosophy ‘holds the central and most impor- 
tant position’, bridging the gap between Arabic and scholastic thought, ex- 
ploiting the full efflorescence of the former and containing the still con- 
cealed bud of the latter.2! But long before that, the philosophy developed by 
the Church fathers had been set in motion by the radical innovations of a 
Jewish philosopher. 

It should be clear by now how absolutely vital Wolfson’s interpretation of 
Philo’s role is for the success of the whole enterprise. If Philo is left out of 
account, the influence of Jewish philosophy — no matter how great it is 
thought to be — cannot be said to have begun before the activity of Saadia 
and Isaac Israeli in the early tenth century, for before then both Rabbinic 
and Talmudic thought had had no impact on the philosophical tradition 
whatsoever. By this time, however, the course of medieval philosophy had 
largely been set. In other words, without Philo Wolfson’s Judaeocentric hy- 
pothesis must fail. But how could he reach an estimation of Philo’s import- 
ance that is so markedly at variance with the verdicts reached by other 
scholars? 


2. The hypothetico-deductive method 

The method which underlies Wolfson’s entire scholarly achievement 
was developed in response to highly abstruse texts, such as Crescas’ Or 
Adonai and Spinoza’s Ethics, in which philosophers presented their views 
in a compressed manner, with scant reference to the tradition that lay be- 
hind them. To the exent that his method allows us to gain insight into this 
concealed background, it is welcome and indeed often very informative. 
Even here, we should note, there is an arbitrary element. If an author does 
not refer to his predecessors, how do we know who they were? Will the 
tools of philology and analysis, enabling such identification, be sufficiently 
precise? Wolfson not infrequently assumes too easily that a philosopher’s 
knowledge of the tradition is the same as his own, i.e. pretty well complete. 
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But, of course, the hypothetico-deductive method promises much more 
than the filling in of concealed background. It undertakes to reconstruct 
the latent processes of a philosopher’s thought. On the assumption that the 
reasoning of a philosopher is per definitionem coherent and systematic, 
Wolfson endeavours to present the underlying system in pristine clarity, il- 
luminating every obscurity, resolving every contradiction, filling every la- 
cuna. His accounts thus abound with formulas such as:22 

. it may perhaps be inferred that... 

.. this term would seem to have been used... 

: evidently with all this at the back of his mind . 

. he has given pushes to a view which must have been meant by 
him to be either .. 

. we shall try to kait eee his scattered statements into a connected 

story . 

: but the inconsistency disappears if the term in these two passages is 
taken to be used in two different senses... 

. this would seem to be contradictory to some of his other statements 
which we have quoted above; and, unless we assume that Philo did not 
know his own mind, or that he changed his mind, a way must be found 
to reconcile this statement with his other statements. A way of reconci- 
ling this apparent contradiction is to be found, we believe, in the distinc- 
tion drawn by Philo between... 

Here the risk of arbitrariness is much and much greater. How do we know 
that the results of such ‘literary psychoanalysis’23 correspond to an author’s 
true thought, and not to an artificial construct that exists nowhere else but 
in the mind of the interpreter? 

The controversial element in Wolfson’s method can, in fact, be reduced 
to the question of how we should read philosophical texts. For Wolfson a 
text is not the concrete expresssion of what an author in a particular situa- 
tion at a particular time wanted to say to a particular reading public, but a 
semiotic field pointing to deeper unexpressed thoughts. ‘The uttered 
words of philosophers, at their best and fullest, are nothing but floating 
buoys which signal the presence of submerged unuttered thoughts.’24 The 
consequences of this approach to philosophical texts are far-reaching and, 
to my mind, fraught with risk. 

To begin with, what are the consequences for Wolfson’s presentation? It 
is evident that the method allows the interpreter a virtually untrammeled 
freedom in the selection and ordering of texts. Since the context of the 
texts is never more than of secondary importance, it can readily be ignored, 
and Wolfson usually does ignore it. His strength lies above all in the exer- 
cise of his formidable combinatory talent. The importance of a text, very 
often, depends not so much on its contents, but on the result achieved 
when it is combined with another text (with often a very different context). 
Wolfson is thus able to impose his systematic insights on the thought of a 
philosopher without restraint. Naturally, all interpretation involves such 
imposition to some degree. What is distinctive in Wolfson’s case is that he 
takes the process of systematization to an extreme. The result is a structure 
of thought which possesses an iron consistency, but at the same time is 
wholly devoid of flexibility and spontaneity. The subtleties introduced in 
order to achieve consistency can often be very fine, reminiscent of Tal- 
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mudic study at its most inventive. Yet, paradoxically, other texts can be 
dealt with in a very unsubtle (and often very literalistic) fashion, as if 
Wolfson deliberately wishes to ignore the nuances or reservations which a 
philosopher may feel compelled to bring forward. 

What, then, are the consequences for the philosopher’s thought when 
presented in his fashion? Chiefly, I submit, the following. The prevalence 
of system over and above context inevitably results in a one-sided picture 
of a philosopher’s thinking. What remains out of sight is the individuality 
and growth that is an integral part of his achievement. We can gain little 
idea of the wrestling and sudden illuminations which the philosopher ex- 
periences, of the way he can be torn between or can overcome conflicting 
patterns and traditions of thought, of the manner in which he falls prey to 
or is able to transcend the prevalent intellectual tendencies of his time.25 
The damage caused by Wolfson’s excessive systematization depends to 
some degree on the author under scrutiny. In the case of authors such as 
Philo and Origen it is fatal, in the case of a Thomas Aquinas or a Spinoza 
arguably less so. When Wolfson deals with a philosophical problem invol- 
ving the contributions of a whole line of philosophers, the situation is less 
unsatisfactory. The continuity which he discovers, both in systematics and 
argumentation, is often most enlightening. The treatment of individual 
philosophers can then, however, be very spotty, involving too much use of 
prooftexts strung together or contrasted with each other. How could it be 
otherwise, when hundreds of years are covered in the space of a few pages 
or even a few paragraphs? But it is high time that we pass from the realm 
of generalities to an examination of his treatment of one particular author. 


3. Philo’s place in the history of philosophy 

We return to the figure of Philo. The decisive role which the Jewish- 
Alexandrian thinker plays in Wolfson’s grand scheme has already been 
pointed out. To what extent can we concur with his evaluation of Philo’s 
significance for the history of philosophy? To what extent does his treat- 
ment of Philo bring to light basic weaknesses in his method? A detailed 
examination of Philo’s writings and thought? has led me to the conclusion 
that on at least five issues Wolfson’s presentation of Philo’s achievement is 
misleading. 

a. The nature of his writings. A glance at the collected treatises of Philo 
will show that for the most part they consist of commentaries on the five 
books of Moses. Philo’s aim is not to present a philosophy of his own, but 
to extract and expound as best he can the brilliant thoughts of the great 
lawgiver and sage Moses.”’ In his expositions a large number of philosophi- 
cal themes recur over and over again, but the amount of integration — let 
alone systematization — that is attempted is rathér limited. Wolfson as- 
sumes that the form of Philo’s writings is artificial and obscures his true 
(systematic) thought. If the reader of Wolfson’s two volumes had never 
read a word of Philo, but did work his way through the collection of Philo- 
nic texts which are accumulated there as basis for the systematic analysis, 
he would almost certainly be convinced by Wolfson’s presentation. But if 
the same reader would then turn to Philo’s actual writings, he would surely 
be amazed and, one suspects, rather bewildered. In fact, the form of Philo’s 
writings is mot artificial; it is a crucial indicator of what he is trying to 
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achieve. 

b. Philo’s relation to Judaism. Wherever he can Wolfson emphasizes 
Philo’s close relation to ‘native Judaism’. But he has to bend the evidence 
considerably to do so. He affirms that Philo had a working knowledge of 
Hebrew, and was thus able to read the Bible in the original. The proofs on 
which his affirmation is based have come under heavy criticism.28 Philo’s 
relation to the oral traditions of Palestinian Judaism is still a highly contro- 
versial subject in Philonic studies. The numerous parallels which Wolfson 
adduces certainly give an unbalanced picture, especially when we consider 
that much of that Rabbinic tradition was recorded centuries after Philo’s 
death.2® Concerning Philo’s deep loyalty to the traditions of Judaism we 
need have no doubts. But Alexandrian Judaism, with its more positive atti- 
tude to the frujts of Hellenistic culture, was a more self-contained phe- 
nomenon than Wolfson thought. 

c. Philo’s relation to Greek philosophy. Wolfson is undoubtedly correct 
when he says that ‘Philo is a critic of all schools of Greek philosophy’ .2 
Philo’s loyalty is focussed entirely on the philosophy of Moses, and Greek 
philosophers are only of concern to him when they reflect something of 
that pinnacle of wisdom. Of course, Philo has borrowed so much from Pla- 
tonism that Moses seems fo us at times little more than a Plato Hebraizans. 
But this is emphatically not how Philo saw the matter. We agree too with 
Wolfson that Philo was remarkably well read in the traditions of Greek phi- 
losophy. Nevertheless in two respects his presentation of Philo’s relation to 
Greek philosophy does not convince. Firstly, part of the picture of ‘the phi- 
losopher in the grand manner’ is that he is interested in technical philoso- 
phical questions for their own sake, as a philosopher among other philo- 
sophers. A perusal of Philo’s writings shows that this is not the case. He is 
chiefly interested in Greek philosophy inasmuch as it aids us in gaining a 
deeper understanding of scripture.3! Secondly, Wolfson presents Philo as 
continually in discussion with the coryphaei of Greek philosophy — Plato, 
Aristotle, Zeno, Epicurus — and in this he is basically correct. But he does 
not sufficiently recognize that Philo’s interpretative views are largely de- 
termined by the trends of his own time. Thus the influence of Middle Pla- 
tonism and Neopythagoreanism is seriously underestimated, while the 
knowledge of the scholastic treatises of Aristotle that Wolfson attributes to 
him is a patent exaggeration.2 

d. Philo the revolutionizer. Wolfson would not have made his gigantic 
claim on Philo’s behalf, if he had thought Philo did no more than give exe- 
gesis of scriptural passages in terms of currently held Greek ideas. Philo, 
Starting out from scriptural presuppositions, deliberately and systematical- 
ly set about remaking Greek philosophy. He is thus a revolutionizer. At re- 
gular intervals in Wolfson’s study we are introduced to Philonic doctrines 
in which he is said to revise philosophical ideas from a Jewish viewpoint. 
I give four important examples. 

(i) Philo is the first philosopher to declare that God is unnamable and un- 
knowable. 

(ii) Philo developes a three-stage Logos theory (transcendent within God, 
transcendent outside God, immanent in the cosmos), but, loyal to the te- 
nets of monotheistic Judaism, he does not regard the Logos as an interme- 
diary between God and cosmos. 
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(iii) God’s omnipotence means that he can break the laws of nature if and 
when he desires; man too, because he is made according to God’s image, 
possesses an absolute freedom of the will, not a relative freedom as in 
Greek philosophy. 

(iv) God created the cosmos out of matter which he had himself first crea- 
ted, i.e. Philo espouses a theory of creatio ex nihilo contrary to the tenets of 
Greek philosophy.33 

It would be highly illuminating to examine these points in greater detail, 
but this would take us too far from the task at hand. Suffice it to say that 
scholars have vigorously protested against all these interpretations, con- 
cluding that they do not coincide with the evidence in Philonic texts or 
that, if the evidence is lacking and reconstruction is necessary, they are in- 
herently implausible.3+ For example, the unknowability of God is a doctri- 
ne of major importance in Middle and Neoplatonism. Wolfson has not 
been able to convince anyone that Philo was responsible for this innovation 
and that philosophers such as Albinus and Plotinus took the idea from him. 
35 But it must not be thought that only pedantic scholarly disputes are in- 
volved here. The entire picture of Philo as a revolutionizer is, as we shall 
see, a misconception. 

e. Faith and reason. It is undoubtedly true that Philo regarded Moses as 
inspired by God when he composed the Law. It is equally true that Philo 
shows an unconditional loyalty towards the Law, and that no kind of ratio- 
nal argument could be found which would induce him to abandon his po- 
sition. Nevertheless, I believe that the double subordination which Wolfs- 
on postulates — reason to faith, philosophy to revelation — is not helpful for 
our understanding of Philo’s thought. To start with, the preamble of faith 
which Wolfson reconstructs is not very startling. A Platonist would readily 
subscribe on rational grounds to the first six principles (the last two he 
would find somewhat puzzling). The preamble itself is more than likely in- 
fluenced by Greek ideas. Is there anything in scripture to suggest that God 
created but one cosmos because he is One and because he used up all the 
available matter? In fact, to a remarkable degree Philo takes over the ma- 
jor assumption of Greek philosophy, namely that true knowledge is to be 
gained through the exercise of reason.” Philo would deny that there can be 
any conflict between reason and revelation. Reason and revelation may be 
said to coincide. But in Philo’s view this is emphatically not a submission to 
the dictates of Greek philosophy. The disabling limitations of man’s unaid- 
ed reason are all too clearly shown by the never-ceasing dissensio philoso- 
phorum. The truth was seen, to the extent possible for a man, by the great 
Moses, and is embodied in the Mosaic Law. The task is to bring to light that 
concealed truth by the patient labour of exegesis. To this task Philo devo- 
ted all the spare time at his disposal. If in the pfocess he makes use of 
Greek philosophical doctrines, that is not because he is consciously at- 
tempting a grand synthesis of Judaic and Greek thought, but because he is 
persuaded that the ideas are actually present in scripture. 

To conclude, Philo is not a revolutionizer, as Wolfson would wish us to 
believe. He is much rather a pioneer. In his thought two powerful streams 
of thought — Greek philosophy and Jewish religion — flow together. His 
grand attempt to expound scripture with the aid of Greek philosophical 
ideas was to have a profound influence, firstly on the Christian apologists 
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when they set out to explain the scriptural message to the intelligentsia of 
their time, and later on the Church fathers in their endeavour to develop 
a systematic theology. To this extent Wolfson is undoubtedly right in re- 
garding Philo’s thought as a significant turning point in the history of phi- 
losophy. But it is not right to suggest that Philo developed a philosophical 
system which was to determine the course of seventeen centuries of philo- 
sophy. Philo did not claim to have all the answers. Much of his thinking has 
a tentative, provisional aspect, and this accounts for the many inconsisten- 
cies, obscurities and lacunae which pace Wolfson can be found in his 
works. Philo would not have wished it otherwise. Not the exegete but the 
prophet-philosopher is the repository of the truth, so how could the exege- 
te’s writings havé the last word? 


4. Medieval philosophy in a triple guise 

The second major aspect of Wolfson’s grand perspective which demands 
evaluation is the thesis that medieval philosophy forms an essential unity 
in a triple guise. In three languages (Arabic, Hebrew, Latin) three philo- 
sophies (Islamic, Jewish, Christian) were produced which each in a-parallel 
way took over and developed the heritage of Philonic and Patristic 
thought, until the entire edifice was demolished by the uncompromising 
rationalism of Spinoza. 

It must be conceded to Wolfson, I believe, that a triple unified medieval 
philosophy makes a good deal of sense. In all three philosophies the tradi- 
tion of rational thought, which ultimately goes back to the Greeks, is com- 
bined with appeal to an authoritative text. And the three forms of that text 
— the Hebrew Bible, the Christian Bible, the Koran — run sufficiently paral- 
lel to ensure a unified body of thought. We see, therefore, that many, 
though not all, of the same philosophical problems recur, such as the exis- 
tence and attributes of God, the creation and duration of the cosmos, the 
relation of God to the cosmos (providence, miracles), the relation between 
God and man (man ‘in the image’, free will), and so on. Alas, most of us 
will lack the philological skills and the massive erudition that Wolfson pos- 
sessed, and so will find it difficult to follow in his footsteps. But that should 
not deter us from recognizing that his view of a triple unity provides a wel- 
come correction of the standard Hegelian view of the history of philo- 
sophy. 

That Jewish philosophy should occupy the central position in medieval 
philosophy, as Wolfson especially in his younger years was wont to claim, 
does not seem to me to have been proven in any of the studies he lived to 
complete. Is it a coincidence that in the genealogy of the Platonic ideas, 
which was cited earlier, he jumps from the Islamic philosophers to the 
Schoolmen, covering the medieval Jewish contribution with silence? 

Can we go a step further with Wolfson and speak of a unified ‘scriptural 
religious philosophy in the Philonic tradition’? If by this is meant that phi- 
losophical themes first mooted in the exegesis of Philo continue to be in- 
vestigated and rethought, one can have no objection. But it goes far too far 
to affirm that Philonic thought ‘dominates’ medieval philosophy. Not only 
is the contribution of Patristic philosophy underestimated, but it would 
also be to overlook significant differences between Philo and later thinkers. 
Moreover, the scantiness of the Philonic preamble of faith and the pro- 
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blems with regard to the relation between faith and reason reappear, albeit 
in a slightly different form (I shall return to this in the last section). Wolf- 
son’s ‘Philonic tradition’ has an attractive simplicity, but the reality it at- 
tempts to portray is more complex. A more suitable formulation might be: 
‘the philosophical movement which the pioneering work of Philo initiated 
lasted untill...’ 

But untill when did it last? Wolfson’s answer is again clear. He affirms 
the key role of Spinoza, who, though a Jew and steeped in the tradition of 
Jewish philosophy, denied the doctrine of divine revelation and so laid bare 
the foundations of medieval philosophy. Once again, there is an element of 
plausibility in this view. The figure of Spinoza can in certain respects be re- 
garded as an embodiment of philosophical developments in the seven- 
teenth century, in which first — and only partially successful — efforts were 
made to break with the theologically dominated modes of philosophical 
thinking. The question is: did Spinoza play a decisive role in this? Or, to 
put it in another way, did a significant number of leading philosophers, on 
having read Spinoza’s Tractatus theologico-politicus, exclaim: ‘now at last 
we are freed from the tyranny of a philosophy subordinated to revelation’? 
There are, I think, reasonable grounds for doubt. 


5. Fudaism and philosophy 

Like many other scholars, Wolfson conceals himself behind the impas- 
sive facade of academic scholarship. His many volumes, replete with foot- 
notes and cross-references, breathe an air of studied objectivity. It has beco- 
me clear by now, however, that, in order to understand those features of 
Wolfson’s grand perspective which make it so distinctive, we have to pene- 
trate behind that academic facade. The task before us, in fact, is none other 
than to apply the hypothetico-deductive method to Wolfson himself! What 
conception of the relation between Judaism and philosophy had led him to 
propound his Judaeocentric perspective on the history of piiilosophy with 
so much assurance and perseverance over a period of nearly fifty years? 

Historically philosophy has dealt with a wide scala of subjects and pro- 
blems. The most important of these, in Wolfson’s view, are those which fall 
within the scope of classical metaphysics and the related themes of episte- 
mology and anthropology. Many of these themes have been mentioned in 
passing in our review: the nature of being, of God as highest being, of ideas 
and universals, the problems of knowledge and belief, of free will and cau- 
sality, of death and immortality, the relation of man to the reality surroun- 
ding him, the origin and ultimate destiny of that reality, and so on. Accor- 
ding to Wolfson two and no more than two fundamental approaches to 
these problems have been developed in the course of the history of 
thought. One we may call the manner of Athens, the other the manner of 
Jerusalem. In the former reliance is placed on the autonomous powers of 
human reason. In the latter the starting-point is faith in certain divinely re- 
vealed presuppositions or principles, on the basis of which remaining pro- 
blems can be dealt with through the use of reason. Although Wolfson ad- 
mits that Philo and his successors in medieval philosophy to some degree 
harmonize the two approaches,?8 it is essential to his whole thesis that’ in 
their case the manner of Jerusalem predominates. It is this second ap- 
proach which gains the sympathy of Wolfson as a ‘non-practising orthodox 
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Jew’. Modern philosophy either reverts back to the Greek approach, or gets 
distracted by issues of minor importance. In both cases no advances are 
made. 

The issues raised here are, of course, very large. I shall confine myself to 
two comments, in which the more important objections that need to be 
made against Wolfson’s view can be brought forward. 

Firstly, the conception of Judaism which Wolfson took as point of de- 
parture, both in his life and in his scholarship, has a strongly intellectualis- 
tic colouring. Judaism for him is not so much a mode of religious obser- 
vance, not even so much a way of life, but primarily a manner of dealing 
with the fundamental intellectual problems that confront man in his exis- 
tence. The role of faith in this is crucial and yet quite limited. It consists of 
the acceptance-of certain presuppositions or articles of knowledge. Some 
of these are unattainable through the powers of human reason, while 
others are not entirely inaccessible - compare the magnificent achieve- 
ment of the Greeks — but are placed on a secure footing through the inter- 
vention of divine revelation. Once the ‘preamble of faith’ has been accept- 
ed, the speculative impulses of human reason are given considerable free- 
dom of movement. 

It is instructive at this point to compare Wolfson’s approach with that of 
another leading historian of Jewish thought, Julius Guttmann. Guttmann 
begins his study Philosophies of Judaism (note the plural!) with the follow- 
ing paragraph:29 

The Jewish people did not begin to philosophize because of an irresist- 

ible urge to do so. They received philosophy from outside sources, and 

the history of Jewish philosophy is a history of the successive absorptions 

of foreign ideas which were then transformed and adapted according to 

specific Jewish points of view. 
Naturally, Wolfson would not object to the transformational role that 
Guttmann attributes to Judaism in the development of Jewish philosophy. 
But he would object, I think, to Guttmann’s assertion that philosophy al- 
ways enters Judaism from the outside and does not well up from the inmost 
fountains of Judaic thought.“ Such a view would have to undermine his 
conception of the crucial role of Judaism in the history of philosophy. 

In Wolfson’s intellectualistic approach to Judaism we can perhaps also 
locate the deepest source of his attraction for the figure of Philo. A chief 
characteristic of Philo’s thought is the manner in which he intellectualizes 
the contents of Jewish religion. Not that he in any way wishes to detract 
from the importance of man’s relation to God, but he depicts this in terms 
that stress the role of man’s intellect. Man’s telos is to know God and the 
reality God has created, and in gaining this telos man can strive for the con- 
templative blessedness possessed by God himself. But, curiously enough, 
the Septuagint, which furnishes the base-text for Philo’s exegesis, never 
speaks of God’s blessedness, let alone of his contemplative mode of exist- 
ence. At a crucial moment of his theology and anthropology Philo introdu- 
ces the ideal of theorta, which he has taken over, not from the Bible, but 
from Greek philosophy.*! 

We can now, I think, go one step further. To the two approaches which 
Wolfson regards as fundamental a third must be added, which we can call 
the manner of Alexandria, for in this city it was initiated by Philo and the 
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tradition to which he belonged.* In this approach the Hellenism of Athens 
and the Judaism of Jerusalem are combined, so that the result is neither the 
one nor the other. The fundamental weakness of Wolfson’s thesis seems to 
me that he does not distinguish at all clearly between the manner of Jerusa- 
lem and that of Alexandria. Instead he conflates the two wherever possible 
and stresses the role of Judaism in the result. Here we have the basic reason 
why, in defiance of the evidence and in contradistinction to other scholars, 
he relates Philo so closely to native (i.e. Palestinian) Judaism. For this rea- 
son, too, Wolfson underestimates how dominant the role was which Greek 
philosophy played also in the period of medieval philosophy between Philo 
and Spinoza. Even when a ‘preamble of faith’ is being formulated, even 
when a Biblical text is given exegesis, assumptions and doctrines of Greek 
philosophy continue to be introduced, sometimes overtly, but more often 
than not quietly via the back door. Perhaps this is the chief reason that the 
beginning of the modern age in philosophy did not have to wait until Spi- 
noza’s refutation of the doctrine of revelation before it could proceed. That 
doctrine had long been undermined. 

It is thus a particular kind of Jewishness that underlies Wolfson’s Judaeo- 
centric hypothesis. I do not think it is as Jewish as Wolfson thought it was. 
One could go further and argue that, on account of the strong intellectua- 
listic emphasis which we have observed, there is a real possibility that the 
essence of the biblical message will be lost. A parallel problem was clearly 
present in Wolfson’s own life. Was there not a certain tension between his 
unremitting dedication to the ideals of academic scholarship and his loyal- 
ty to the ideals of the orthodox Judaism which he claimed to profess? 

The second remark that needs to be made concerns Wolfson’s assump- 
tion, which usually remains implicit, that in the history of philosophy — at 
least after Plato, Philo and Spinoza — there is ‘nothing new under the sun’. 
The demolition work of the Dutch Jew brought about a reversion to the 
presuppositions and thematics of Greek philosophy, and what has followed 
since then should be regarded as variations on the same old themes.# Can 
we go along with Wolfson on this point? 

There is much to be said, I would argue, for the assertion that between 
the periods of ancient and medieval philosophy (however articulated) and 
the period of modern philosophy a fundamental break has occurred. This 
break occurs above all in the area of epistemology and anthropology. Not 
only does it separate (most of) modern philosophy from what had gone on 
before, but its repercussions are omnipresent in modern culture, with the 
result that modern man feels alienated from pre-modern philosophy and 
can regard it in no more than an academic perspective. Man is, so modern 
philosophy never ceases telling us, not only an autonomous agent, but also 
the creator and formulator of his own meaning. He does not detect and de- 
cipher the meaning present in reality, as the Greeks presupposed, nor does 
he attempt to uncover the meaning given (by God) in reality, as assumed by 
the philosophers of the medieval period. Meaning is rather imparted to rea- 
lity through man himself, either because it has no meaning or because 
there is no mode of access to the meaning it does have. Wolfson will object, 
we may surmise, that this modern view of things is no more than a restate- 
ment of Protagoras’ famous dictum that ‘Of all things is man the measure 
— of the things that are, that they are; of the things that are not, that they 


130 


are not’.“4 Certainly this doctrine of Presocratic sophist has a modern ring. 
But even if we could be sure that the ‘being’ and ‘non-being’ that man 
measures is truly relative to every measurer (after all, ‘man’ is collective) 
and not merely equivalent to the ‘deciphering’ mentioned above, we would 
still have to conclude that the Protagorean view was an isolated phenomen- 
on in the stream of ancient thought. 

It is not the place here to discuss when and where this postulated break 
may have occurred, whether in Kant or Descartes or even earlier.45 One 
might even argue a more general version of the stunning thesis used by A. 
MacIntyre to elucidate the history of ethical philosophy, namely that con- 
cepts that still play a crucial role in modern philosophy are in fact no more 
than fossils from a bygone era whose true meaning is no longer under- 
stood.# At any-rate, against the background we have sketched it becomes 
clear that what Wolfson has given us is really a kind of surrogate. His great 
desire was to actualize and continue the great heritage of traditional philo- 
sophy, but in so doing he was compelled to withdraw behind the facade of 
academic reportage of the history of philosophy. As I have argued in the 
case of his account of Philo, he is using the materials of history creatively 
— in order to create his own religious philosophy. But in the final analysis 
this creation hangs suspended in the air, for it does not correspond to the 
history which it ostensibly undertakes to describe. 


Ill ’ 


To conclude, the grand thesis of H. A. Wolfson on the history of philo- 
sophy which has been outlined and evaluated in this article consists of two 
half-truths. It is true that Philo initiates a new era because in his work two 
traditions of thought flow together for the first time, but it cannot be said 
that an articulated Philonic system dominates seventeen centuries of phi- 
losophy. It is true that medieval philosophy presents an essential unity in 
the guise of three languages, but it cannot be said that this philosophy is a 
Philonic philosophy and is adequately circumscribed in terms of a (Philo- 
nically inspired) subordination of reason to faith. The two half-truths put 
forward by Wolfson cannot, therefore, be said to add up to the whole truth, 
as far as I can judge. The Achilles heel of Wolfson’s thesis lies in his con- 
ception of Judaism and the role he assigns to Judaism in the history of phi- 
losophy. 

But this does not mean that the task Prof. Smit encouraged me to under- 
take has remained without fruit. A study of Wolfson’s achievement has 
confronted us with major questions which cannot be avoided by anyone 
who wishes to gain a perspective on the wider issues raised in the history of 
philosophy as a whole.In his perspicacity Prof. Smit foresaw this. But per- 
haps — I am speculating here — he also felt an admiration for the magisterial 
qualities of Wolfson the scholar and for the unrivalled dedication to the 
study of the history of philosophy which he showed throughout his long 
career. Here surely was a bond between the two students of medieval phi- 
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losophy, even if in other regards the views they developed and the paths 
they travelled to reach those views were very different.‘ 
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NAMING AND KNOWING 


THEMES IN PHILONIC THEOLOGY WITH 
SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE 
DE MUTATIONE NOMINUM 


Philo, the loquacious yet often inscrutable Jew from Alexandria, has had the 
honour of being called ‘‘the first theologian.’?! Whether one agrees or dis- 
agrees with this, it is surely fitting that, during a symposium on knowledge of 
God from Alexander to Constantine, at least one paper should be devoted to 
Philo’s theological ideas. Which other author writing in Greek could we sum- 
mon, in whose works the word 8e6c—as we shall see, only one of the supreme 
Being’s names—is the most commonly occurring noun?? Yet, much though 
Philo wrote on God, far more has been written by modern scholars about what 
Philo wrote on God, or, we might add, about what Philo might or should have 
written on God. Is there anything to add to the accumulated weight of studies 
on Philo’s theology? Should we join the prevailing consensus that his thoughts 
are stimulating but disorganized and ultimately dissatisfying? It is with some 
brief remarks on Philonic scholarship, at any rate, that I wish to begin. 


I 


There are, grosso modo, three ways of approaching Philo’s theology. The first 
I would call the systematic approach, for it can not unfairly be described as the 
attempt to put together, on Philo’s behalf, the systematic presentation of his 
doctrine of God which he never managed (or dared) to publish. The climax of 
this attempt is represented by the two large volumes of Wolfson. But behind 
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Cpa, Pvors, téxvyn, &pxX} (note that if 6ed¢ was confined to usage in the singular, it would fail 
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him lies a long tradition, in which the names of Goodenough, Bréhier, Drum- 
mond, Gférer and Von Mosheim span a period of nearly two centuries.? 
Wolfson notoriously overtrumped his predecessors by banning every form of 
inconsistency from Philo’s thought and claiming the foundation of a religious 
philosophy that was to last until Spinoza. It has generally been recognized that 
the clarity thus achieved was of a rather artificial kind. Since then attempts at 
systematic elucidation have been more modest, e.g. in the sparkling survey of 
Philo’s theological ideas published recently by David Winston. 

The systematic approach has made significant contributions to our under- 
standing of Philo’s theological ideas. It does, however, run into certain 
problems. It has proved, pace Wolfson, very difficult to remove inconsisten- 
cies, contradictions and obscurities from Philo’s thinking. It has not been easy, 
moreover, to come to terms with the nature of Philo’s writings, which have 
been described as unfortunate or artificial, or even as designed to mask his true 
thought. Most importantly there has been insufficient awareness of the dangers 
involved in looking at Philo retrospectively, i.e. from the perspective of later 
developments in philosophy which he may have set in motion, but could not 
all foresee. 

In the last thirty years or so research on Philo’s theology has been under- 
taken from another angle, which we might call the historical (or doxographical) 
approach. Strenuous efforts, pioneered by Theiler and Boyancé, have been 
made to locate the sources of Philo’s ideas in the philosophical developments 
taking place in the three centuries between Posidonius and Plotinus. Many dis- 
tinctive Philonic notions can be paralleled and illuminated by doctrines in 
Middle Platonism and Neopythagoreanism. In this context Philo is a source of 
evidence and a fascinating figure in his own right, but not a protagonist on 
the intellectual stage. Exemplary studies using the historical approach are 
Boyancé’s account of Aristotelianizing theological motifs in Philo and John 
Dillon’s balanced and sympathetic survey in his well-known book on the 
Middle Platonists.° 

The historical approach too has had to pay a price for its undoubted suc- 
cesses. Time and time again researchers have had to confront the harsh reality 
that it is easier to use Philonic evidence to illuminate his surroundings than to 


3 J.L. Von Mosheim, ‘De Philone’ in his translation of R. Cudworth, The true intellectual 
system of the universe, Lugd. Bat. 17732, 1.828~839; A.F. Gfrérer, Philo und die jtidisch- 
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5 P. Boyancé, Le dieu trés haut chez Philon, in: Mélanges d’histoire des religions offerts a H.- 
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use his surroundings to illuminate him. In my study on Philo’s knowledge 
and use of Plato’s Timaeus, which also had to deal with diverse theological 
themes, I concluded that, though it is very tempting to label Philo as a ‘Middle 
Platonist’, we do so at the peril of misrepresenting his loyalties and violating 
his own self-awareness.® It is possible, however, to give a much more radical 
critique of the historical approach. 

I am referring to a paper comparing the Alexandrians Philo and Clement 
recently presented by the Australian theologian Eric Osborn.’ Having written 
highly respected studies on early Christian thinkers, Osborn felt the need to 
confront the ostensible source of many of their ideas. But how much did these 
men actually learn from Philo? Osborn’s argument moves in two steps. First 
he denounces historians who try to explain the development of ideas by 
hunting sources, by tracing the careers of terms and concepts, by presenting 
doctrines in neatly packaged parcels. This doxographic approach is compar- 
able to the taxonomic efforts of a stamp-collector. Terms, concepts, and even 
doctrines are fluid, their meaning dependent on the context in which they are 
put forward. Proper to historical enquiry in the domain of philosophy is the 
method of problematic elucidation.’ It is necessary to ask what problems a 
thinker posed and to analyse the arguments he put forward in order to resolve 
those problems. We now come to the second step in Osborn’s argument. When 
Philo and Clement are compared, it emerges that there is much common 
ground, but that what Clement takes over from Philo are not the interesting 
and important things. Clement makes grateful use of the language of biblical 
Hellenism developed by Philo and the many exegetical themes found in his 
works. The crucial difference, however, is that Philo does not offer argument, 
whereas Clement does. For Philo scripture gives immediate access to the plain 
of truth; reasoning is inappropriate. Philo is not a philosopher but a theo- 
sophist, closer to the Gnostics than to Clement. This is a harsh judgment on 
Philo, which we should not, I think, swallow hook, line and sinker. I shall 
return to it later. 

It is my intention in this paper to pursue a third approach to Philo’s theo- 
logical thought, which for want of a better term, I label the contextual ap- 
proach. There is a growing consensus among Philonic scholars that Philo saw 


6 Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato, Leiden 19862, 505 ff. 

7 Philo and Clement, Prudentia 19 (1987) 34~49. 

8 Osborn here draws on the work of the Australian philosopher John Passmore; cf. his justifi- 
cation in The beginnings of Christian philosophy, Cambridge 1981, 273-288. 

9 Osborn, 40, gives an elegant variation of the consequentia mirabilis immortalized in Aris- 
totle’s Protrepticus: ‘‘No one can dispense with argument for, to show that argument is unneces- 
sary, it is necessary to argue.’’ The description of Philo as a theosophist is taken over from the 
study of Gfrérer cited in n. 3. 
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himself first and foremost as an exegete of Mosaic scripture, and that a sound 
way to start understanding him is to begin at the level of his exegetical exposi- 
tions, i.e. in the context in which his ideas are first developed. Various scholars 
have contributed in various ways to this movement, among whom I might 
mention the late Samuel Sandmel, Marguerite Harl, Burton Mack, Peder 
Borgen and Jacques Cazeaux. But above all it is associated with the scholarly 
achievement of the late Valentin Nikiprowetzky.!° A fruitful result of this 
new approach has been a growing interest in the structure and procedures of 
Philo’s exegetical writings. But does this new awareness of the importance of 
Philo’s exegetical activity mean that he is no more than an exegete? In fact the 
implications for his stature as a philosopher or theologian are as yet by no 
means clear. Hopefully the present paper can make a contribution to this 
evaluatory task. My starting point, in accordance with the method I am ad- 
vocating, will be a concrete example of Philonic exegesis, an extended passage 
from the treatise De mutatione nominum in which Philo reflects on the themes 
of knowing and naming God. 


II 


The De mutatione nominum is the final treatise still extant of the body of con- 
tinuous verse-by-verse and exclusively allegorical exegesis that Philo compiled 
on the book of Genesis.!! The great Allegorical Commentary, as we now call 
it, is the richest and most rewarding section of the Philonic corpus—also for 
the study of his theological ideas—, but readers have often been deterred by 
the extraordinary complexities of its structure. It is only in recent years that we 
are starting to understand the rationale behind the way these treatises are com- 
posed.!2 Like in the exegetical notebooks which constitute his Quaestiones in 
Genesim et Exodum, Philo asks questions of and makes observations on the 
main biblical text. Unlike in the Quaestiones, however, he makes extensive use 
of secondary biblical texts in order to give the exegesis greater depth and 
enchains the sequences of exposition in a continuous whole, interrupted on- 
ly by periodic returns to the main text.!3 The assumption upon which this 


10 Cf. above all Le commentaire de l’Ecriture chez Philon d’Alexandrie, Leiden 1977; also R. 
Radice, Filone di Alessandria nella interpretazione di V. Nikiprowezky e della sua scuola, RFNS 
76 (1984) 15-41; P. Borgen, Philo of Alexandria, in: M. Stone (ed.), Jewish writings of the Second 
Temple period, Assen 1984, 259 ff. 

'! The De somniis, at least in the books we have, does not continue the verse-by-verse exegesis, 
but assembles material from the whole of Gen. 

12 See my articles The structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises VC 38 (1984) 209-56, and Fur- 
ther observations on the structure of Philo’s allegorical treatises VC 41 (1987) 10S— 138, which con- 
tain surveys on the progress of research. 

13 The De mutatione nominum is one of the privileged cases where we can trace the parallelism 
with the Quaestiones, for the same biblical passage is given exegesis in QG 3.39—44, 53-60 
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method is based is the total coherence of Mosaic scripture. Often the only way 
to retain the thread of the procedure is to keep a good eye out for the biblical 
texts that Philo summons and for the associations of words and ideas that 
cause him to summon them. A cornucopia of themes flow in and out of the 
exegesis, depending on the exigencies of the text and the whims of the inter- 
preter. No attempt is made to integrate these into a rigorously unified whole. 
But analysis of individual treatises reveals that Philo does locate in the biblical 
text under discussion a main directive idea, which is able to give the single 
treatise a loose kind of unity. 

The treatise I have singled out for special attention possesses some idiosyn- 
cratic features. Because of the poor manuscript tradition the text is in very bad 
shape, and the exact meaning of many passages is far from clear.!4 We are 
badly in need of a sound, philologically precise commentary. The section of 
biblical text which Philo gives exegesis is rather long, and in a number of sec- 
tions this leads to a sketchy treatment, with less invocation of secondary bibli- 
cal texts than usual. Nevertheless the reader will soon observe, also in the 
passage we will be looking at more closely, that Philo makes extensive use of 
other Pentateuchal material to cast light on the verses that are the special object 
of his exegesis. 

The main biblical text commented on in the treatise is Gen. 17:1-22, the 
record of an appearance of God to Abraham when he is ninety-nine years old. 
Philo deletes verses 6—14 from his commentary for two reasons. He has ap- 
parently already discussed important aspects of their contents in the lost trea- 
tises On the covenants (cf. § 53). Moreover the omission allows him to pass 
directly from the change of name given to Abraham in v.5 to that of Sarah in 
v.15. The section of the treatise on which I propose to concentrate is what we 
may call the first chapter, § 1—38.!5 

Without any introductory words Philo begins by quoting the initial biblical 
lemma:!6 


éyéveto ‘ABpadu éta@v éveviikovta évvéa, Kai OOGn KUpIOsg TO “APpadp Kai ei- 
nEV avTO Ey@ sip 6 edo cov. 


Abraham was ninety-nine years old, and the Lord appeared to Abraham and He 
said to him, I am your God. (Gen. 17:1) 


(I follow the abbreviations for Philo’s works set out in Runia, op. cit. [n. 6] xi—xii). 

14 At a conservative estimate 400 emendations have been incorporated into or proposed for the 
text as printed in Colson’s translation. There are only two manuscripts of any value. Some pas- 
sages are indirectly preserved in the Sacra Parallela of John of Damascus. 

15 On the role of the ‘chapter’ in the structure of the allegorical treatises see Runia, Further ob- 
servations, 112, 121. 

16 Text as in Philo; LXX twice reads ABpan. 
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Examination of the exegesis in our chapter shows that this lemma gives rise to 
five problems or aporiae, all of them implicit rather than explicitily formu- 
lated, which the exegete proceeds to answer one by one. 


Aporia |. What is the significance of the number ninety-nine? What 
does it tell us about the man to whom the Lord appears? 
(§ 1-2) 

Aporia 2. How, or by what means, is the Lord seen? (§ 3-6) 

Aporia 3. Who is it that is actually seen? (§ 7-17) 

Aporia 4. What is meant by ‘I am your God’? (§ 18-26) 

Aporia S$. What is meant by ‘I am your God’? (§ 27-33) 


At the end of the chapter, after a series of quick thematic shifts, Philo invokes 
Enoch as an example of a sage who ‘pleased God and was not found’ (Gen. 
5:24) (§ 34-38). The choice of the secondary text clearly anticipates the next 
main biblical lemma ‘be pleasing before Me’ discussed in § 39 ff. Philo often 
uses this technique of anticipation for the fluent enchainment of his exege- 
sis.!7 Later in the treatise there are two further aporiae, drawn from Gen. 
17:17—18, the response to which illustrates some themes touched on in the first 
chapter. I add them to the above list. 


Aporia 6. Why does Abraham briefly doubt the birth of Isaac, 
although he is recorded in Gen. 15:6 as having trusted 
God? (§ 175-187) 

Aporia 7. If Abraham asks that Ishmael shall live, does that mean 
he despairs of Isaac’s birth? (§ 218-232) 


We have thus seven aporiae, a suitably Philonic number, but only a limited 
selection of all the questions and themes raised in this single treatise. 
Before we move on, it is worth making a brief remark on the nature of these 
aporiae that Philo raises. As already noted above, the method of asking ques- 
tions of the biblical text—probably drawn from contemporary synagogal 
practice!8—plays an important structural role in Philo’s allegorical commen- 
taries. In Hellenistic literature too there was an important genre of Cnthpata 
Kai Avoeic, practised on both literary and philosophical texts.!9 Aporiae oc- 
cur, as the word itself indicates, because the road to understanding is blocked. 
There are obstacles which impede the exegete’s path as he tries to gain an ade- 
quate grasp of the text. Why should Abraham be ninety-nine when he is told 


17 This anticipatory or ‘teleological’ method of exegesis has been well observed by J. Cazeaux. 
But I cannot go along with the far-reaching conclusions he draws from it in terms of a structuralist 
reading of Philo. In his huge monograph on Philo’s structures he gives a detailed analysis of Mut. 
1—38 which well illustrates his methods; cf. La trame et la chaine, Leiden 1983, 476-499. 

18 Cf. Contempl. 75 and Nikiprowetzky, op. cit. (n. 10), 176 ff. 

19 Cf. H. Dérrie, Erotapokriseis, RAC 6, 1966, 342 ff. 
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of Isaac’s impending birth, and not some other (less improbable) age? At the 
same time, however, the obstacles encountered have a positive effect, for they 
indicate that the real meaning lies deeper, to be unveiled by the resources of 
the allegorical method. It is perhaps not entirely inappropriate to compare the 
list of aporiae drawn up by Aristotle in Metaphysics B.2° The difference be- 
tween Aristotle and Philo—and of course it is a very significant difference—is 
that the former meets his obstacles in what he regards as a direct theorizing on 
the nature of reality, whereas the latter confronts them in an authoritative text 
that interposes itself between the interpreter and that reality. 


Il 


What, then, are the themes of importance for an understanding of Philo’s 
theological thought that these exegetical obstacles in our passage generate? The 
first two aporiae do not cause our author much delay. 

The symbolism of the number ninety-nine points to the man of progress (6 
TPOKONTwV), for at a hundred years the perfect man Isaac (6 téA€10¢) is born. 
Abraham falls short of perfection, but only by a little. The notion of progress 
and the division of men into the categories ‘worthless’ (patA0o1), ‘progressing’ 
and ‘perfect’—both doctrines familiar from Stoic ethical theory—are fun- 
damental to the thematics of the treatise.?! 

If the Lord of the Universe is seen by Abraham, then He is obviously not 
seen by the eyes of the body, but by means of the noetic activity of the eye of 
the soul, which makes use, not of sense-perceptible light, nor of its own light, 
but of that light which God himself shines forth. These are again familiar 
themes, derived ultimately from Plato’s Republic. Philo has worked them out 
at greater length elsewhere, and does not dwell on them here.** Such cursory 
treatment should not, however, blind us to the quasi-automatic way in which 
our author translates the appearance of God in terms of learning and the in- 
tellective quest. This is reinforced by the way in which the third aporia is 
tackled. 

When scripture declares that ‘the Lord was seen,’ it must not be thought that 
+0 Ov, the supreme Being, was mentally grasped by any man (§ 7). The ex- 
perience which Moses, paradigm of the questing mind, had on the mountain 
as recorded in Ex. 33 is a sufficient guarantee. God does not reveal his Being, 
but only what comes after him. Once again Philo does not elaborate the theme 
in the way we find a number of times elsewhere.?3 The crucial distinction 


20 Cf. J. Owens, The doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics, Toronto 1978', 211-9. 

21 The standard work on this immensely important theme in Philo is still W. Volker, Fort- 
schritt und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien, Leipzig 1938. 

22 Cf. Post. 166-9, Deus 62, Spec. 1.49, Praem. 36—46, QG 4.1-2 etc. 

23 Post. 13-16, 166-9, Fug. 164-5, Spec. 1.32—S0. 
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between God’s existence and essence is not pointed out. Instead Philo invokes 
the traditional, and not very inspiring, argument which moves by analogy from 
the unknowability of the human mind to the unknowability of God.24 The 
brevity is motivated, I suspect, by his haste to arrive at the theme which oc- 
cupies the central place in the treatise as a whole. 

There is, strictly speaking, no exegetical constraint on Philo to introduce the 
theme of the naming of God. But the juxtaposition of the two chief Septuagin- 
tal names KUptoc and 86c in the single biblical lemma is a good pretext. And 
Philo has prepared the way by already speaking of God as ‘Being’ (t6 Sv § 7, 
10). Consequent upon Being’s unknowability is the fact that He has no ‘proper 
name’ (6voya Kvptiov). To the reader this statement in § 11 cannot as yet be 
wholly clear. He or she can be certain that Philo introducing some kind of 
word-play on the use of the divine name Kxvptoc in the main biblical lemma. 
But he does not know whether the expression ‘proper name’ is to be understood 
as (1) a legitimate name as opposed to an ‘improper’ or metaphorical appella- 
tion, or as (2) a personal proper name (the ambiguity, we note, is preserved in 
English as well).2> Philo does not leave the reader in suspense. First he indi- 
cates the secondary biblical text which he is adducing for purposes of elucida- 
tion, Ex. 3:14. Then, by immediately introducing the notion of ‘improper use 
of language’ (kataypnotc, already implicit in the words Sidwoi kataypTjobar 
§ 12), he makes it quite clear that he intends the first of the two possible mean- 
ings. This notion of katachrésis, taken over from rhetorical theory and given 
a theological application, is, I submit, the single most interesting feature of our 
passage. I will discuss it in more detail later on in my paper. For the time 
being, however, we have enough interpretative problems on our hands. 

Interpretation of Philo’s discussion on the naming of God in § 11—15 has 
been complicated by two suppositions made by diverse expositors. The first is 
that Philo is intentionally mixing up the two usages of ‘proper name’ in the 
passage and oscillates from the one meaning to the other.2© The second is that 
God’s ‘proper name’ refers to the fetragrammaton (as intended in the original 
Hebrew of the second secondary text Ex. 6:3).2” If modern scholars have been 
perplexed by the passage, then it is likely that ancient and medieval scribes were 
too. Hence, no doubt, the chaotic state of the text.28 


24 Cf. Abr. 74-76, A.J. Festugiére, La révélation d’Hermes Trismégiste, 11, Le dieu cosmique, 
Paris 1949, 83, 544, 609; on the unknowability of the soul/mind see also Somn. 1.30 ff. 

25 It is important to note that the ancients did not clearly distinguish between name and word 
(Svopa serving for both); so in this article I will disregard the distinction as well. 

26 Cf. F.H. Colson, Philo LCL (London 1929-62) 5.149; W. Theiler, Philo von Alexandria: 
die Werke in deutsche Ubersetzung (Cohn/Heinemann/Adler/Theiler), Berlin 19622, 6.110. 

27 Cf. Wolfson, op. cit. (n. 3), 2.120—2, whose view is uncritically accepted by Festugiére op. 
cit. IV, Le dieu inconnu et la Gnose (Paris 1954) 17 n., and followed by J.C. McLelland, God the 
Anonymous: a study in Alexandrian philosophical theology, Cambridge Mass. 1976, 34. 

28 For §§ 11-15 the much emended text as presented by Colson is generally speaking satis- 
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My view is that both suppositions are incorrect. Philo’s thesis is straightfor- 
ward: because God, as he announces to Moses in Ex. 3:14, is 6 @v, he cannot 
be legitimately and properly named. Implicit at this point is the Platonist 
argument, derived from the theological reflection on the first and second 
hypotheses of the Parmenides, that any name or attribute adds to Being. A 
name entails predication, which necessarily involves a measure of plurality 
and—the aspect that Philo will later stress (§ 27)—a degree of relationality. 
If we say ‘Being is good’ or ‘Being is God,’ the attribute and the name can 
only indicate His relation to something else, for Being in Its (essential) na- 
ture is unknowable (§ 9). All that one can do is to resort to negative attri- 
butes such as ‘itidescribable’ (&4ppntoc), ‘unknowable’ (&xepiwdntos), ‘in- 
comprehensible’ (&xatdaAnntoc) (all three found in § 15), ‘unnameable’ 
(&xatovopaoctoc) (not used here, but cf. Somn. 1.67, De Deo 4). One might 
argue that even here there is an implicit comparison with beings which are 
knowable (and a relation to creatures who might desire to know Him). 
Moreover ‘Being’ itself might be thought to be a positive attribute. Philo has 
not worked out the philosophical problematics of the question with the preci- 
sion that we will later find in Clement and Plotinus.2? But, to be fair to him, 
he is primarily interested at this point in the positive divine names 0ed6c and 
KUptog (and, let us not forget, he is committed to the biblical text in Ex. 3:14). 

God cannot legitimately be named, Philo concludes from Ex. 3:14. But, as 
the very next verse indicates, mankind does need the use of an appellation for 
Being.?° God therefore grants the improper use of a name, KUptoc 6 Oedc (the 
Lord God), as if it were a proper (i.e. legitimate) name (§ 12 i5a@o1 kata- 
YPTSVa1 as dv dvOpati tw Kupi@). Philo contends that the formulation in 
Ex. 3:15 supports his interpretation. God gives an ai@viov é6voua, a name for 
the ages of man, but not appropriate for His own ageless existence. It is a 
name for ‘generations’ (yeveaic), i.e. for those who come into the realm of 
mortal genesis there is need for the ‘improper use’ (kataypnoic) of a divine 
name, so that if they worship Him they can do so with a best possible name 


factory. Two phrases, both involving the term dvoya KUpiov, require comment: § 12 mss. @c& év 
dvonatt tT Kvpig, John Dam. wo dv 6 Sv dvdpnati toiovthH, Wendland’s conjecture 6 
a&katovonactos dv ovopatt To1wobTtw@ (!), Colson dc &v dvonatt kupio tH (accepted by Theiler); 
my own suggestion is > Gv évouati tm Kupio. § 13 mss. nepi Tod pndevi Se6nAdoGat dvdpnatr 
avdtod kupiw, John Dam. 16 dvopa abdtod Kipiov (followed by Wendland), Hoeschelius, Mangey, 
Colson d5voynd ti adtod KUptov (whom I follow) (interestingly exactly the same mistake at Justin 
Apol.2.6.1). 

29 On Clement see below at n. 91; for Plotinus see esp. 6.3.12—17, and R. Mortley, Negative 
theology and abstraction in Plotinus, AJPh 96 (1975) 363—77 (esp. 367 ff.). For Philo the problem 
of relationality is more important than that of multiplicity. 


30 It might seem in §§ 11—12 that Philo distinguishes between Svopa (name) and npdapnaic 


(appellation), but it soon becomes clear that he does not follow this through, and prefers to speak 
of an “‘improper name.” 
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(§ 13). Colson badly mistranslates here: mortality does not need a ‘substitute 
for the divine name,’ for any name applied to God is substitutionary.3! An im- 
pressive confirmation of the interpretation so far is located, Philo now argues, 
in the parallel text Ex. 6:3, which, because it begins with the word @@nv (‘I 
was seen’), brings the problematics of Ex. 3:14—15 even closer to the main 
biblical lemma from Gen. 17:1. But the exegete has to engage in some fast foot- 
work to get the text to say what he wants. The LXX text 10 dvowa prov KUp1OG 
(‘my name Lord’) is cited by Philo as t0 6vowa pov Kvpiov. Clearly he has no 
idea that the tetragrammaton is being referred to.*2 Philo argues that we have 
here a case of hyperbaton (unusual word order). The words need to be rear- 
ranged, so that we read Svowd pov tO KUptov (‘My proper name’).33? God 
says, ‘My proper (i.e. legitimate) name I did not reveal to them (because, Philo 
means to say, I do not have one), but instead I gave My improper name.’ 
Moses, as we shall see, speaks here the technical language of Greek grammar 
and rhetoric. 

Philo complicates, but does not confuse, the matter further by adding an a 
fortiori argument (§ 14—15). If God’s /ogos, in this case the angel with whom 
Jacob wrestled, does not disclose his name (Gen. 32:20), then is it any wonder 
that God himself also does not do so? There is, however, a basic distinction 
to be made. The angel, situated at a lower level of being, does have a proper 
name, but refuses to reveal it, whereas God does not have one and cannot re- 
veal it properly. Philo to his credit makes the distinction pellucidly clear in two 
ways. He describes the logos as having a name that is ‘personal as well as 
proper’ (ié10v Kai KUptov). Secondly he distinguishes between God who is ‘in- 
describable’ (&ppntoc) and the /ogos who is ‘not described’ (od Hnt6c), i.e. he 
is well aware of the difference between a negative and a privative attribute.34 

Philo concludes (§ 15) that if the supreme Being is indescribable, He is also 
unknowable and incomprehensible. If we recall § 9-11, it appears that the 
reasoning is circular, for there Philo deduced unnameability from unknow- 
ability. Perhaps, as Wolfson argued,*> Philo believes the two doctrines are 
reciprocally reinforcing. Perhaps the conclusion is made only in order to return 
the commentary back to the main biblical text. However this may be, I believe 
that, provided we take xUpiov Svopa to mean ‘proper, legitimate name’ 


31 Colson, op. cit. (n. 26), 149. 

32 On Philo and the tetragrammaton cf. L. Cohn, Zur Lehre vom Logos bei Philo, Judaica: 
Festschrift zu H. Cohns 70. Geburtstage, Berlin 1912, 309. Philo refers to the tetragrammaton at 
Mos. 2.114—-5, 132, Legat. 353, but he does not attempt to relate this to the question of God’s 
‘*proper name’’. ; 

33 From § 13 (and, if my emendation is accepted, § 12) it emerges that Philo prefers the expres- 
sion Ovopa ti KUpiov. But the biblical text constrains him. 

34 On this difference cf. Mortley, art. cit. (n. 29), 374-5. 

35 Wolfson, op. cit. (n. 3), 2.120 (but his reading of the citation of Ex. 6:3 in Mut. 13 is wide 
of the mark!). 


NAMING AND KNOWING: THEMES IN PHILONIC THEOLOGY 719 


throughout, Philo’s passage on the naming of God is coherently and not unim- 
pressively argued. A précis of the same argument, with reference to the same 
biblical text Ex. 6:3, is given at Somn. 1.230.376 

The aporia raised in § 7 is now close to solution. God does not appear to 
Abraham as Being,’’ but in the guise of His ruling power, as indicated by the 
name Kvptoc. The learning soul is a late starter. Not long ago as a Chaldean 
he was still under the delusion that the cosmos possesses autonomous efficient 
causes. Now he recognizes God as king and ruler. And then immediately he be- 
comes the recipient of a greater act of divine beneficence, when the Lord 
(KUploG) says to hitn ‘I am your God (8&6c).’ 

In the fourth dporia Philo directs his attention to the personal pronoun 
joined to the divine name (I am your God).3® The supreme Being is not only 
God of creation as a whole, but also of human souls (§ 18). The relation of God 
to men was already hinted at when He gave His improper name ‘Lord God of 
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob’ (§ 12). It is now worked out with more precision, 
with reference to the three classes of men outlined at the beginning of the trea- 
tise. For the worthless man such as Pharaoh He is xUpuoc in a relationship of 
fear; for the man of progress such as Abraham He is 9¢6c in a relationship of 
beneficence; for the perfect man such as Moses He is both xtptoc and 6¢dc, 
and such a man is honoured with the title ‘man of God.’ The train of thought 
is here once again rather labyrinthine. The interpretations that Colson suggests 
are ingenious but unconvincing. I cannot discuss them now.°? 

But Philo is not finished with the words ‘I am your God.’ The fifth aporia 
turns to the role of the divine name 8¢6c. Philo is immediately struck by the 
juxtaposition of eipi (‘I am’) and @edc. The statement can only be spoken ‘im- 
properly’ (kataypnottK@c), not ‘properly’ (kupiwc). In other words the 
previous discussion on the supreme Being’s unnameability is relevant here too. 
Philo now focusses in on the ontological aspect (§ 27). Being (t6 dv) exists qua 
Being (7 Sv), not as belonging to what is relative (mpdc 11). This, one might be 
tempted to say, is a sentence such as only Philo could write. Platonic being, 


36 But in Abr. 51, 121, where he is concerned with exegesis of Ex. 3:15 and Gen. 18:1-3 
without reference to Ex. 6:3, the explanations of God’s name are not strictly speaking consistent 
with Mut. 11-15. 

37 Philo writes oby @¢ EntAGunovtOS Kai Emipaivopévov tod navtds aitiov, by which he 
must mean 10 dv but at the same time refers back to the discussion in §§ 5—6. I regret having given 
the impression in VC 38 (1984) 225, that the phrase might refer to the creative power. 

38 Cf. Cazeaux, op. cit. (n. 17), 486. 

39 Colson, op. cit. (n. 26), 154—7. The passage should be read in terms of an intended contrast 
between Moses, who is 6e6¢ to Pharaoh, and God, who is 6e6¢ to Abraham. Beginners should 
look to Moses, as is implied in his blessing in Deut. 33:1 (§ 25). Hence kAfjpov adtod must (rather 
surprisingly) refer to Moses and not God, and Colson is obviously wrong in wanting to emend 
vépous (cf. the illuminating parallel passage at Mos. 1.158). See now my detailed interpretation 
in God and man in Philo of Alexandria, JTAS 39 (1988). 
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Aristotelian substance, Academic categories—all are brought to bear on a per- 
sonal God who says ‘I am’!* Suffice it to say that the main point is the dis- 
tinction between what is absolute and what is relative,*! and it is made clearly 
enough. God is absolute, unchanging and self-sufficient. Created reality is 
relative, wholly dependent on divine benevolence. In between, as if relative’ 
(@oavei npdc 11),42 stand God’s powers, by means of which that benevolence 
is effectuated. The name 8€6c, as the etymology indicates, discloses God’s 
creative activity. Thus ‘1 am your God’ is equivalent to ‘I am your maker and 
creator’ (y sipt nomtis Kai Snwovpydc § 29). 

So we end up with a brief exposition of the doctrine of the divine powers, 
probably the best known of all Philo’s theological ideas. Yet I would wish to 
argue that the motivation and the consequences of the doctrine are presented 
here in a particularly lucid way. Philo is claiming that every time we speak of 
God by means of his names, we are not speaking of Him as He really is, but 
invariably in terms of His relationality, via the powers, towards that which is 
other than Him. By making a mental displacement we can understand, I think, 
how Philo could become enthused about the consistency of the Pentateuch. 
How accurate that God presents himself as KUpioc to the recalcitrant Pha- 
raoh!“4 How splendid that right throughout the account of creation the divine 
name 0e6c is used!45 How appropriate that only once in the whole Pentateuch 
the veil of God’s relationality is cast aside, when the God-beloved Moses 
receives the oracle in Ex. 3:14!4° Philo, of course, finds it quite impossible and 
quite unnecessary to achieve consistency and correctness in the use and non-use 
of God’s names.*” I myself do no better when I speak of God’s names (it goes 
against the grain to talk continually of Being and Its names). Moses is not 
superstitious in the use of names, Philo says elsewhere.48 Nor, he implies, 


40 I am not sure Philo intends any kind of allusion to the Aristotelian doctrine of td dv fj dv. 
As far as I know it is the only instance in his writings. 

41 On the Academic categories and their use in Eudorus and Middle Platonism cf. R.E. Wit, 
Albinus and the history of Middle Platonism, Cambridge 1937, 66—67; Dillon, op. cit. (n. 5), 8, 
37, 133, 279. 

42 Cf. Drummond cited by Colson op. cit. 587, or compare Albinus’ description of iSéa in Did. 
9.1 as relative to God, the thinking subject, matter and the cosmos, but in absolute terms (ka0’ 
abtiHv) ovcia. 

43 It is tempting to accept Wendland’s proposed conjecture Snuiovupydc (adc). 

4 Philo has to ignore passages such as Ex. 7:16, 9:1, where God speaks as kipioc 6 Bedc to 
Pharaoh. 

45 Cf. Plant. 86, OG 2.16. Observations such as these may have something to do with the origin 
of the doctrine of the powers (and may antedate Philo). 

46 Ex. 3:14, 20:21 (yvéq@oc), 33:13—23 are the central texts of Philo’s theology of transcen- 
dence. On his use of the first see the analysis of E. Starobinski-Safran, Exode 3, 14 dans l’oceuvre 
de Philon d’Alexandrie, in; P. Vignaux (ed.), Dieu et l’étre: exégéses d’Exode 3,14 et de Coran 
20,11-24, Paris 1978, 47-55. 

47 E.g. in § 46 he speaks of 6e6¢ when td Sv would seem more correct, whereas in § 82 the 
reverse applies. 

48 Somn. 1.230; on this difficult text see V. Nikiprowetzky, Sur une lecture démonologique de 
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need we be. What he does expect is that ‘we carry along with us’ the awareness 
of God’s essential namelessness every time we find ourselves making use of the 
various names which he possesses. 

Time and space forbid more than a passing glance at the last two aporiae. 
I have included them to give some idea of how themes initiated in the first 
chapter are developed later in the treatise. Both aporiae reveal doubts on the 
part of the progressing soul to whom God appears. But God has said ‘I am your 
God,’ affirming His unceasing beneficence. The learner must dispense with all 
self-assertion (§ 175), recognize his own ‘nothingness’ (obdéveta, § 155) and 
God’s never-ceasing grace (§ 218—9).49 There is an unbridgeable gap between 
God and man, for God is uncompoundedly divine, whereas man is a mixture 
of the divine and mortality (§ 184). Man can only receive the munificence of 
the divine grace if it is measured out in accordance with what the soul of each 
person can accept (§ 232).°° Let the soul therefore be a thankful suppliant of 
God,>! hoping for the full measure of proffered knowledge (§ 222—3). But let 
her in any case be content (a4yanntov § 219) with the fruits of toil and practice, 
for the highest benefits are reserved for divine natures wholly severed from the 
body.>? Philo thinks here not only of angels and departed souls such as Enoch 
(§ 34), but especially of Moses who entered the ‘darkness’ of invisible and 
immaterial being (§ 7), and no doubt also of Isaac who is born ‘in the other 
year’ (Gen. 17:21), i.e. in the incorporeal and intelligible realm (§ 267). At the 
end of the treatise the learner has not quite yet progressed so far. Isaac is not 
yet born. But God leaves him (Gen. 17:22) perfected as a listener> and filled 
with wisdom, able to stand on his own two feet (§ 270). 

As I observed a little earlier, Philo does not attempt to make his allegorical 
commentaries into thematically unified and coherent literary products, the 
chief reason for this being his subservience to the main biblical text. But a trea- 
tise is not just a potpourri of whatever happens to enter into his head. Our trea- 
tise has a main directive idea or theme, which allows a measure of integration. 
I would formulate it as follows. There is a vast difference between God and 


Philon d’Alexandrie, De Gigantibus 6-18, in: G. Nahon et C. Touati (eds.), Hommage a@ Georges 
Vajda, Louvain 1981, 61 f. 

49 The theme of divine grace/benevolence is very prominent in Mut.: cf. §§ 30, 52 f., 142, 155, 
219, 253, 260, 268. 

50 On the theme of measured distribution of divine beneficence cf. Runia, op. cit. (n. 6), 
137—8. It looks like the wording of § 232 is meant to remind us of the celebrated text Sapientia 
Salomonis 11:20. 

5! On the ‘Levitic spirituality’ cf. M. Harl, Quis rerum divinarum heres sit vol. 15 Les oeuvres 
de Philon d’Alexandrie, Paris 1966, 130 ff. 

52 The theme of ‘contentment? also at §§ 50, 118, 183; cf. the very similar formulation at Aet. 
2, which adapts Plato’s &yana&v xpi at Tim. 29c8 (cf. Runia, op. cit., 123 ff.). 

53 Not the seer! Philo is unpleasantly constrained by the text of Gen. 17:22, not least because 
his copy of the LXX apparently read xvpuoc and not the 6 @ed¢ in our mss. Understandably Philo 
does not dwell on the choice of divine name here. 
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man: God is steadfast, unchanging,>4 whereas man is subject to the vicissi- 
tudes of change. The changes of name in scripture are not a matter for ridicule 
(§ 62), but illustrate a profound truth. Properly speaking God as Being has no 
name, but through his diverse unchanging improper names he mercifully re- 
lates to souls at different levels. Men and women such as Abraham (§ 60) and 
Sarah (§ 77) receive changes of name because they show progress, or, in the 
case of Joseph (§ 91), decline. The exceptions are Moses, who is polyonymous 
(having three names, § 125—-9),°> and Isaac, who alone of the Patriarchs has 
a single name (§ 88). These are our two great examples, the one as an unwritten 
law (cf. Abr. 5), the other as the great lawgiver (cf. § 26). To say that the title 
of the De mutatione nominum is inappropriate because it covers the contents 
of only part of the treatise (i.e. the catalogue of name-changes in § 60—129) 
is clearly very wide of the mark.>® 


IV 


In his survey of Philo’s debts to Middle Platonism John Dillon states that Philo 
is the earliest authority for the application of the epithets &katovépactoc, 
&ppntos, and dxatdAnntoc to God.5’ Even Festugiére, despite his notorious 
reluctance to credit Philo with any independence of thought whatsoever, could 
not contest this.>° But does this entail that we should grant Wolfson’s claim 
that Philo’s scripturally based philosophy provided the vital impulse for the 
development of negative theology in later Greek philosophy?*? If the line 
of transmission was confined to Philo, Justin, Numenius, Celsus, Clement, 
Plotinus, we might be tempted to give Wolfson the benefit of the doubt. I agree 
with Dillon, however, that the presence of such themes in a broad group of 
school Platonists (and Neopythagoreans) militates against the thesis, and that 
exegesis of the first hypothesis of the Parmenides was a probable stimulus to 
reflection in Philo’s time or even earlier.’ Another weakness of Wolfson’s 


54 On God’s stability and immutability cf. §§ 24, 28, 46, 54 f., 87, 176. The last two words of 
the treatise are (not accidentally I suspect) BeBaidtatov cidoc. 

55 Another difficult passage, splendidly analysed by V. Nikiprowetzky in a posthumously 
published article, Moyses palpans vel liniens: on some explanations of the name of Moses in Philo 
of Alexandria, in: F.E. Greenspahn/E. Hilgert/B.L. Mack (eds.), Nourished with peace: Studies 
in Hellenistic Judaism in memory of Samuel Sandmel, Chico California 1984, 117-142. 

56 Cf. the complaints of L. Cohn, Die Einteilung und Chronologie der Schriften Philos, 
Philologus Supplbd. 7 (1899) 396, and Theiler, op. cit. (n. 26), 6.104, and the sound remarks of 
R. Arnaldez, De mutatione nominum vol. 18 Les oeuvres de Philon d’Alexandrie, Paris 1964, 11. 

57 Op. cit. (n. 5), 155. 

58 La révelation d’Hermeés Trismégiste, 4.17, 307. It is true that the paraphrase of Tim. 28c 
in the Epicurean doxography at Cicero ND 1.30 approaches negative theology, but the characteris- 
tic negative terms are not employed. Aristotle is reported as having called the fifth element 
axatovopactov (De phil. fr. 27), but this seems to me clearly a privative use of the term. 

59 Op. cit. (n. 3), 2.110-138. 

6 Dillon ibid.; cf. also R. Mortley, Connaissance religieuse et herméneutique chez Clément 
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position is the fact that the specifically Jewish prohibitions on pronouncing the 
tetragrammaton and on taking God’s name in vain (third commandment) do 
not appear to have had much impact on Philo.®! 

The subject of negative theology has been much discussed.® I would like 
now, in the space that remains, to focus on a related topic that has gone largely 
unnoticed. Indeed, as far as I know, Philo’s theological application of the no- 
tion of katachresis has never received any scholarly attention at all.®? Before 
commenting on Philo’s application we shall have to look at the background 
and development of the term and what it represents. 

KaTAXPNSI¢c is a technical term belonging to the theory of tropes (tpdxo1, 
i.e. non-literal Word usage) in Greek rhetoric and grammar. In general terms 
one can Say that katachresis has to do with the extended use or misuse of words 
or phrases, but it is difficult to give a more precise general definition, for analy- 
sis of its development and usage reveals that it is employed in two related but 


XI 


differing ways. These I shall call the soft and hard line respectively. The - 


‘soft line’ finds its origins in Aristotle. According to Cicero Aristotle includes 
Katachresis under the heading of metaphora, the former term being used 
by grammarians for misuses of language, ‘when we say a ‘‘minute’’ (i.e. di- 
minished) mind instead of a ‘‘small’’ mind, and when we misuse related words 
on occasion because it gives pleasure or it is fitting.’®> This report is consistent 
with non-technical usage of the verb kataypaopat in Aristotle’s extant writ- 
ings. The term Kvpiov dvowa in Aristotle does not yet have its technical 
meaning of ‘proper, legitimate word or name’ and indicates no more than ‘nor- 
mal, ordinary usage.’®” Nevertheless some notion of ‘extended’ or ‘unusual’ 
word-usage must be implied in katachresis; otherwise it could not be distin- 
guished from metaphoric usage in general.® Cicero and other Latin gram- 


d’Alexandrie, Leiden 1973, 6—11, and the contribution of J. Mansfeld, this volume, pp. 92 ff. 

6! See above n. 32; cf. also Philo’s interpretation of the third commandment at Decal. 82-95. 

62 See esp. Festugiére’s study (cited in n. 58) and the researches of J. Whittaker now collected 
together in Studies in Platonism and Patristic thought London 1984, (notably Neopythagoreanism 
and the Transcendent Absolute, SO 48 (1973) 77-86 and “Appntog Kai &katovopotos, in 
Platonismus und Christentum: Festschrift fiir H. Dérrie, JoAC Ergbd. 10 (1983) 303-6). 

63 Apart from a brief discussion in Runia, op. cit. (n. 6), 438. 

64 For what follows I am partially indebted to J. Cousin, Quintilien Institution oratoire vol. 5, 
Paris 1978, 296-7; cf. also D.M. Schenkeveld, Studies in Demetrius On style, Amsterdam 1964, 
97-9. 

65 Orator 94: Aristoteles autem tralationi et haec ipsa [énadAdayh et petovupia] subiungit et 
abusionem, quam xataypnow vocant, ut cum minutum dicimus animum pro parvo et abutimur 
verbis propinquis, si opus est, vel quod delectat vel quod decet. Cf. also De orat. 3.169, Rhet.ad 
Her, 4.45. 

6 Note esp De Caelo 1.3 270b24; also earlier Plato Symp. 205b6. 

67 Cf. Rhet. 3.2 1404b6, 3.10 1410b13, A.P. 21 1457b1. 

68 As Prof. Schenkeveld points out to me, a lot may depend on how one interprets the words 
si opus est in Cicero. Taken in a very specific way, these might point in the direction of our ‘hard 
line’. But nothing in Cicero’s example suggests this. 
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marians approve of this soft line on katachresis. It finds a modern formulation 
in Smyth’s Greek grammar, where it is described as ‘the extension of the 
meaning of a word beyond its proper sphere, especially a violent metaphor.’®? 

In Book VIII of the Jnstitutio oratoria Quintilian explicitly rejects the 
Aristotelian-Ciceronian approach, arguing that the term Kataypnotc should 
only be used to describe the deliberate misuse of a word in order to represent 
a meaning for which no correct word is available, such as when we call the 
murderer of a mother or a brother a ‘parricide’ (which word originally only 
referred to the killing of a father [pater], if we accept Quintilian’s etymolo- 
gy).’° In Ps.Plutarch’s Vita Homeri xataypnoic is defined as ‘the trans- 
ference of a word-usage from an object which is properly (kupiwc) signified 
to another object which has no proper name (kUptov Sévoua).’7! We note that 
the technical use of kUpiov 6vopa as ‘proper’ or ‘correct’ name is an intrinsic 
part of the definition. The rhetorical theorist Tryphon, who lived in Alexandria 
one or two generations before Philo, in his little book Ilepi tpd6za@v gives a 
similar definition, and at the end of his discussion specifically addresses the 
problem of the difference between metaphora and katachresis. The former, he 
asserts, involves the transference of a word from one named object to another 
named object, whereas the latter moves from what is named to what is un- 
named (&katovopaotov).’ Here, succinctly stated, is the difference between 
what I have called the soft and the hard line. What the soft line calls kata- 
chresis, the hard line in many instances regards as no more than metaphora. 
In his standard work on ancient rhetoric Martin follows the latter tradition, 
when he says that ‘die kata&ypnoic, abusio, besteht darin, daB fiir ein feh- 
lendes proprium ein naheliegendes in seiner Bedeutung dem gesuchten pro- 
prium abnliches Wort eintritt.’”3 

It has been argued by Barwick that the origin of the doctrine of tropes is to 
be sought in the contribution of the Stoa to the study of grammar and rhetoric, 


69 H.W. Smyth, Greek grammar, Cambridge Mass. 1956, 677. 

70 8.6.34—5: ‘... catachresis, quam recte dicimus abusionem, quae non habentibus nomen 
suum accommodat quod in proximo est . .. discernendumque est (ab) hoc totum tralationis istud 
genus, quod abusio est ubi nomen defuit, tralatio ubi aliud fuit.’ (ed. Cousin). 

712.18 346.11-13 Bernadakis: kataypnoic pév Sh, ixep and tod Kupimg SHAovpEVON 
HETAMEPEL THY yptjatv &Q’ Etepov ovK Exov Svona KUpIOV ... 

72 L. Spengel, Rhetores Graeci, Leipzig 1856, 3.192.20-—193.7: kataypyaic éoti AsEIg petev- 
nveypevy &2d tod rPWtTOVv KatOvo"aabEvtos KUping TE Kai ETHUWS EM’ ETEPpOV &KATOVONAOTOV 
Kata tO oikeiov, ciov yévu KaAdpOV, Kai d6pbarpdc GunéAov ... Sragéper SE petagopa 
Kai KaTaxpyotc, Sti pwév petag~opa dnd KatovopaCopévon Eni Katovouatopevon Aéyetat, 
H Sé Kataxpnots and KatovopaConévon éni &katovépactov, Sbev kai kataxpnots A€yetat. 
M.L. West, Tryphon De Tropis, CQ 15, 1965, 230 ff., argues that both this work and the 
companion piece falsely ascribed in Spengel to Gregory of Corinth, if they are not by Tryphon 
himself, plausibly contain material going back to him. The ¢.a.q. for the Mepi tpdxev literature 
is given by a 2nd century A.D. Wiirzburg papyrus, but an earlier date, e.g. ist century B.C., is 
likely. 

73 J, Martin, Antike Rhetorik, Minchen 1974, 266. 
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and that the Stoa was responsible for introducing the new technical usage of 
KUptov (Svowa) as meaning ‘proper’.”4 Whether this was the case or not,” it 
is worth pointing out that certain Stoic doctrines naturally led to reflection (and 
no doubt polemics) on the subject of word-usage. Chrysippus is known to have 
written a treatise on ‘Zeno’s correct usage of words.’’© If the Stoics claimed 
that only the sage is a king or a rich man, they are clearly not using the words 
Baotrevc and nmAovo0s in the usual manner.”’ A neglected text in Philo may 
be illuminating. In De Cherubim 121 he argues that only God is in the true sense 
(kupi@c) a citizen; men, and this even includes the wise, are actually aliens and 
foreigners, and if they are called citizens, it is only by misuse of the word 
(KataxptjoEi OvOpLATOG). The theological extrapolation is of course Philonic. 
We may, however, entertain the possibility that the Stoics defended their 
paradoxes in a similar manner, by arguing that their use of words was legiti- 
mate, as opposed to ordinary usage, which might seem correct, but is in fact 
catachrestic.78 ; 

Let us return now to Philo’s exploitation of the term katachresis. He refers 
to it fourteen times, a comparatively high frequency when compared with other 
writers.’? On occasion Philo uses the term quite loosely (e.g. at Decal. 94, 
swearing as misuse of God’s polyonymous name); sometimes this loose usage 
approximates to our ‘soft line’ (e.g. Congr. 161, KadK@oic meaning not 
‘chastening’ but ‘toil’); twice, as we have already seen, Philo gives the term a 
Stoic application (Leg. 3.86, Cher. 121). Of paramount interest to us, however, 
are the seven passages in which Philo specifically applies the notion of 
katachresis to man’s naming and speaking about God.®° There can be no 
doubt that in these passages he has the ‘hard-line’ interpretation in mind. When 
we address God by one of His names, or when we speak of Him generally, we 
use words not legitimately but catachrestically, for we apply names or words 
to a Being who is properly speaking nameless and indescribable. Naming and 


74 K. Barwick, Probleme der stoischen Sprachlehre und Rhetorik, Abhandlungen der Sach- 
sischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Leipzig, philol.-hist.K1.49.3, Berlin 1957, 88—97. Not the 
Old Stoa, Barwick suggests (110), but initiated by Diogenes of Babylon. 

75 The speculative nature of Barwick’s investigations is criticized by D. Fehling, GGA 212 
(1958) 161-173, who argues that the origin of such rhetorical theories should not be sought within 
the confines of one particular philosophical school. 

7% Tlepi tod Kupins Kexpijo8a1 Zijvwva toic dvépaoi, Diog.Laert. 7.122 (= SVF 3.617). 

77 Cf. the complaint of Alexander of Aphrodisias at SVF 3.595. 

78 Cf. also Leg. 3.86 (health, wealth, fame can be kataypnotiKds called ayaGd). 

79 Leg. 2.10, 3.86, Cher. 121, Sacr. 101, Post. 168, Her. 124, Congr. 161, Mut. 11-14, 27-28, 
266, Somn. 1.229, Abr. 120, Decal. 94, implicitly at De Deo 4. Cf. also the use of kupioAoyéw 
at Det. 58, Post. 7, Deus 71 (tO KupioAoyotpevov én’ avOpa@nwv nabs 6 BvWdc ... Eipytat 
Tponikatepov éxi tod Svtoc; Winston and Dillon in their commentary miss the allusion to the 
theory of tropes), Somn. 2.245, Mos. 1.75, Legat. 6). In Plutarch’s Moralia once (25B), in Plotinus 
once (1.4.6.20), in Clement four times. 

80 Sacr. 101, Post. 168, Mut. 11-14, 27-28, Somn. 1.229, Abr. 120, De Deo 4. 
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speaking about God strains the limitations of language, for the task of lan- 
guage is to give phonetic expression to the factuality and essence of things.®! 
Since God’s essence is unknown to man, language must necessarily fall short. 
This can be made clear with reference to a technical term drawn from (philo- 
sophically influenced) rhetorical theory. 

It would surprise me greatly if we have not encountered here a serendipitous . 
find of Philo himself. May we not surmise that his remarkably associative 
mind®2 was struck by the word &xatovépactos in his grammar book (we 
recall Tryphon’s statement above®?) and that he observed that it was precisely 
the same term that Platonists were using in their attempts at negative theology. 
But it is very important not to overlook that even here scripture is pointing the 
way. As we observed earlier, Philo reads, or rather one should say misreads, 
Moses as saying that God does not reveal a kbprov S6vowa. The great nomo- 
thete had not, it would seem, forgotten the rhetoric and philosophy that Greek 
teachers had taught him when he was still a prince of Egypt (Mos. 1.23)! 

Original and apposite as Philo’s idea may have been, it cannot be said 
to have caught on. This emerges when we examine the early Christian phi- 
losophers and exegetes who were acquainted with the Philonic heritage of 
thought.®4 The doctrine that God is ineffable and nameless, but has made 
himself known under many names or appellations is already a prominent theme 
in Justin and other early Apologists.®5 But is there any evidence that Philo’s 
specific application of the notion of Katachresis was taken over? I have found 
only two passages which are in any way relevant. In Stromateis V Clement in 
a discussion of God’s ineffable transcendence writes that ‘if we sometimes 
name Him, calling Him improperly (ob kupiac) the One or the Good or Nous 
or Being or Father or God or Demiurge or Lord, we apply these not as His 
name, but out of embarrassment we take recourse (npocypopeba) to fine 
names, so that the mind can gain support from these and not be led astray.’®° 


81 Cf. Leg. 2.15, Cher. 56, Somn. 1.230, OG 4.194 etc. 

82 Some examples at Runia, op. cit. (n. 6), 371. 

83 axatovopuactos also at Spengel 3.208.30, 217.11,19 (the second work ascribed to Trypho, 
see n. 72 above), 232.7. 

84 I confine myself to Christian thinkers up to the time of Origen. Prof. G.C. Stead informs 
me that the subject may be of relevance to the later Arian controversy. 

85 Cf. esp. Justin Apol. 2.6.1, also 1.61, Athenagoras Leg. 10.1, Theophilus ad Aut. 1.3.1, and 
also the text of Aristides discussed by R. van den Broek, this volume, 202 ff. 

86 Str. 5.82.1: kav évonalmpev adté note, ob Kuping KadoivtEc tor Ev H thyabdv F voiv 
4 abdtd td Sv i natépa 7 Sedv i Snntovpydv ff KUplov, Ody Oo Svona adbtod mpogEepdpEvor 
AEyouev, ONO Sé Anopiag dvdnact KaACIG TPOOYpMpEba, tv’ Exn f Sidvoia, wh mepi GAAG 
NAAVWOLEVH, EnepeiSecGar tovtor, (text Le Boulluec). A. Le Boulluec (Clément d’Alexandrie, 
Les Stromateis V, SC 278-9, Paris 1981, 2.266) adduces a statement in a speech of the rhetor/ 
philosopher Maximus of Tyre, the formulation of which is almost exactly the same as Clement’s 
(Or. 2.10 28.8-—29.2 Hobein): 6 pév yap 8edc ... Kpeittwv 5&8 ypdévov Kai aidvoc Kai nédons 
peobvbons pvcaews, &vavupos vopobéty, Kai &ppntos gwvi, Kai ddpatog SpbaApoic odK 
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This reminds us very much of Philo, and a direct debt may be suspected (much 
Philonic material is absorbed into this book®’). The second relevant passage is 
located in the Cohortatio ad gentiles, whose anonymous author was probably 
a contemporary of Origen.®§ Speaking of Plato’s doctrine of being, he 
declares that the Greek philosopher had heard the words spoken to Moses in 
Ex. 3:14, and had realized that God did not tell him his proper name (KUptov 
Svopa), for no name can properly be ascribed to God (kvpioAoyeio@at).°9 
The last clause is a paraphrase of Philo’s words in Mos. 1.75, which is clearly 
the direct source. 

Both Clement and the anonymus, therefore, come very close to Philo’s idea, 
but the ‘technical’ notion of katachresis is neglected. Origin too does not ex- 
ploit it in his discussions with Celsus on God’s namelessness or in the De prin- 
cipiis.°° Both he and Clement show more sophistication than Philo in their 
speculations on God’s transcendence. It is especially striking that Clement, in 
contrast to Philo and anticipating Plotinus, disqualifies the epithet ‘Being’ for 
God. But, as we saw earlier, Philo cannot accept this on account of his loyalty 
to Mosaic scripture.?! Middle Platonists also do not apply the notion of 
katachresis theologically, not even Plutarch, who had a fine opportunity to do 
so in his mediations on the Delphic E.% If we wish to find a creative use of the 
term Katachresis which is somewhat comparable to Philo’s, we must turn, sur- 
prisingly perhaps, to Sextus Empiricus. Sceptics do not use the terms and 
expressions of their philosophy dogmatically as if they properly reveal facts, 
but indifferently or catachrestically, in a way that is relative (xpdc t1) and so 
also relative to the Sceptics.9? The connection between Philo and the Sceptics 


Exovtses 5é abdtob AaPeiv tiv ovbciav, éxepetdépe8a Qavaic, Kai dvépacw, Kai G@oisg Kai thn0IG 
ypvaod ... ° émOvpodvtes pév adtod tic vorjcewc, 0nd 58 GoPeveiacg Ta NAP’ Hu@v KaAd tH 
Exsivov gtvoe: éxnovondCovtes ... Philo and Clement would of course both aggressively reject the 
rhetor’s reference to ‘‘graven images’’. Human weakness (400€veta) is also stressed by Philo at 
Mos. 1.75. 

87 Cf. the index locorum in Stahlin’s edition and Le Boulluec’s commentary. Note especially 
the extensive use of Post. 12—20 in Str. 5.71-74, where in 71.5 Clement adds kai évéyatos kai 
vortjoews to Philo’s bnepavea Kai ténov Kai ypdvov (Post. 14). 

88 Cf. R.M. Grant, HThR 51 (1958) 128-134. 

89 Coh. ad gent. 20—21, 72.20—73.3 Otto: axnKxows [6 MAatwv] yap év Aiyint® tov Gedv tO 
Moisi cipynxévar Ey sips 6 Ov, ... Eyv@ Sti ob Kvpiov Svona Eavtod 6 bed¢ Apdc adtov En. 
obddév yap Svopn.a éxi Geod KupioAoyeio#at Suvatov. ta yap Ovépata cic SHAWL Kai Stayvwotv 
TOv ONOKEMEVOV KEITAL TPAYLATOV ... 

50 Note esp. C. Cels. 7.42, De princ. 1.2.1. 

9! See above at n. 29. 

52 Cf. Mor. 388F—389A, 393B—C. With regard to the question being/above being both 
Plutarch and Numenius are closer to Philo than Clement and Plotinus; cf. J. Whittaker, CQ 19 
(1969) 189 ff.; Phoenix 32 (1978) 144—154. At Seneca Ep. 58.11 (in a ‘Platonist’ context) the words 
nomen parum proprium ‘quod est’ might suggest an allusion to kataxypyoaic, but in fact they refer 
to the Latin rendering of to dv. 

593 Hyp. 1.207: oapév 58 Kai dc ob Kupias SnAodvtes ta npadypata ... tiHEepev adtas 
(pwvdac], GAA’ adiagdpacs Kai el PovAovtar KataxpnotiKdsc obte yap npénet TH GKENTIKA 
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may seem less startling if we bear in mind the contribution of sceptical theories 
to what Raoul Mortley has called the gradual move ‘from word to silence’ in 
ancient thought.%4 

Why, we may finally ask, was Philo’s idea not more explicitly taken over? 
In the case of the author of the Cohortatio one might surmise that he did not 
recognize the technicalities involved. But I would be very hesitant to say this 
of Clement and Origen, who know their rhetorical tropes backwards, front- 
wards and sideways, so to speak.?> A clue may be gained if we observe that, 
although quotations of Ex. 3:14 are common in early Patristic literature, refer- 
ences to the other two texts used by Philo, Ex. 3:15 and Ex. 6:3, are exceedingly 
rare.2© When Justin quotes the last-named text to Trypho, he implies that 
Christ the Logos was the 6e6c who appeared to the Patriarchs and that it was 
his name that was not disclosed to them.?”? Clement, having just written the 
passage on God’s unnameability which we discussed, goes on to add that it is 
only by divine grace and God’s Logos (i.e. Christ) that the Unknown is known 
and quotes the words of Paul in Acts which are the subject of Dr. Van der 
Horst’s paper elsewhere in this volume.?® Philo’s use of the notion of 
katachresis, we may conclude, has too negative an emphasis for the Christian 
thinkers. The limitations of human thought and language are a fact and a 
problem—on this all are in agreement—, but why underline it so heavily when 
God has sent His only begotten son, who said to his followers ‘if you know me, 
you know my Father and have seen Him’??? On the other hand, in comparison 
with the Platonists, the aim of whose philosophy could also be said to be ‘to 
see God’,! the Jew Philo and the Christian Fathers stand side by side. Some- 
what simplistically we might formulate the difference as follows: for the Jew 
and the Christians God makes sure that he is katé tO duvatév known to man 
(whether via Moses or the incarnation), whereas for the Greeks God is knowa- 
ble (again kat& tO dvvatov) and it is up to man to know him. It might be 
argued that this contrast is too absolute. Does not Plotinus emphasize the 
passivity of the intellect as it waits for the spark suddenly to jump across from 


mMvouayeiv, GAAws te twiv ovvepysi tO unde tabtas tag Pavas cidikpivVs onpaiverv 
AEyecOar, GAAG TPdcG Ti Kai MPdG TOL, GKEnTIKOUG. Cf. also Hyp. 1.135,191. On the use of 
the phrase npdc ti cf. above p. 80 on Mut. 27, and also Greg.Naz. Or. 30.18 (in an exegesis of 
Ex. 3:14 quoted by M. Harl on p. 97 of the article cited below in n. 96). 

94 Gnosis I, RAC 11 (1981), 526. 

95 Their acquaintance with the trope is clear from passages such as Str. 8.26.1, C. Cels. 5.4. 

% Cf. Biblia patristica, ad locc. On Patristic use of Ex. 3:14 see M. Harl, Citations et com- 
mentaires d’Exode 3, 14 chez les Péres Grecs des quatre premiers siécles, in: Vignaux, op. cit. 
(n. 46), 87-108. 

97 Dial. 126.2 

98 Str. 5.82.4. 

59 Cf. John 14:6—9, cited by Clement Sir. 5.16.1, Origen C. Cels. 7.43. 

100 Justin Dial. 2.6, on which see J.C.M. Van Winden, An early Christian philosopher, Leiden 
1971, 50-51. 
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the One and illuminate the soul?!® Very true. But by then the stage of gaining 
support from the availability of God’s names has long been passed. !02 

In my dissertation I hinted that, though the notion of katachresis in its 
specific application is limited to the problem of naming and speaking about 
God, nevertheless it might aid us in developing a more general perspective on 
Philo’s theology.!© For it cannot but draw attention to an unavoidable ele- 
ment of tension in his thinking on God. Philo’s loyalty to Judaism, including 
its central tenet of monotheism, is unconditional. But in his thinking and writ- 
ing about God he has decided to appropriate ideas from Greek philosophical 
theology, and he finds that its chief doctrine, a split-level conception of divini- 
ty, is not a viable option. !°4 God has to be unnameable and named at the same 
time. Hypostasization, as developed in the doctrine of the powers, is a crutch. 
Philo would gladly throw it away if he could, but of course he is stuck with 
it. In Philo’s view Katachresis is a necessary evil, we might be tempted to say, 
symptomatic of the human condition.!® But it occurs not without God’s con- 
nivance. At Mut. 12 Iam tempted to read, with the direct ms. tradition, dip 
KataxprioGar. ! ‘7 bestow the possibility of katachresis’, says God according 
to Philo. Perhaps we should better say, for Philo katachresis is not a ‘necessary 
evil’, but an audible sign of God’s grace. 


Vv 


Allow me to return, as briefly as I can, to the themes with which I began. 
Our reading of a single Philonic text has shown that there are two ‘patterns 
of correlation’ in Philo’s exegetical works. The diverse themes which Philo 
develops in his elucidation of the main biblical text and related secondary texts 
can be analysed (1) in relation to the same themes found elsewhere in his works, 
and (2) in relation to the Greek philosophical doctrines which give them a 


101 Cf. esp. Enn. 5.3.17.28—35 (with clear reference to Pl. Ep. 7 341c), and the remarks of J. 
Rist, Plotinus: the road to reality, Cambridge 1967, 224 f. 

102 Note too the casualness with which Maximus says (above n. 86) that ‘we give to God’s na- 
ture names that we like.’ 

103 Op. cit. (n. 6), 438. Particularly important are the passages Sacr. 101 and Deus 51-71, in 
which Philo, with reference to his favourite texts Num.23:9 and Deut.8:5, discusses in very general 
terms our speaking about God. Note that &AAnyopia too is one of the tropes; cf. Trypho at 
3.193.8, 215.31 Spengel. 

104 Cf, Runia, op. cit. 442—3; the phrase Sevtepos Gedc is found only once in the Philonic cor- 
pus, at OG 2.62 (on this text 443 n. 196). As J. Mansfeld, in this volume pp. 107 f., shows, Greek 
philosophical theologies which have a voi as their highest divinity confront the same problem. 
But by the time of Plotinus these difficulties have been definitively straightened out. 

105 Cf. Origen, Comm.Joh. 32.28.351. 

106 Editors since Hoeschelius have read Si6wo1 with John Dam. If we retain Sidq@pi with the 
mss., then Philo is quite naturally continuing the first person employed in ioov t@ sivai népvKa, 
ob A€yec@an. 
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theoretical basis. It is these two ‘patterns of correlation’ which make the 
systematic and the historical/doxographic approaches possible and worth- 
while, though they are never without their perils. They are hazardous precisely 
because Philo subordinates himself to the main and associated bible texts at 
hand, preferring the internal conceptual coherence of a chapter or a treatise to 
the achievement of a wider consistency. This practice can be highly irritating 
to modern sensibilities, and we are still far from fully understanding its ra- 
tionale.!°? I would nevertheless contend that, if Philo is read in smaller sec- 
tions as we have attempted to do in the present paper, the results can often be 
quite rewarding. 

What, then, should be the response to Osborn’s critique? It would be facile 
to affirm that our analysis of the chapter from the De mutatione nominum, 
the contents of which proved to be coherently thought through, is sufficient 
to vindicate Philo. The fact of the matter is that Philo does not argue as much 
as we would wish. His method is primarily that of correlation, i.e. he relates 
Mosaic words and concepts (e.g. Kkbpiov 6voya) to acceptable philosophical 
ideas. The notion of katachresis, for example, is sound and apposite, but it is 
left to the reader to determine the precise theological connotations. Clement 
does represent an advance, philosophically speaking, over Philo. It is hardly 
helpful, though, to describe the difference in terms of theosophy and philoso- 
phy. Both men accept divine revelation; both regard it as rationally defensible, 
Philo perhaps more so than Clement, but the Jew’s defences are formulated 
with less eye for apologetic rigour. 

Osborn is right in saying that Clement takes over the language of biblical 
Hellenism first developed by Philo, but he does not recognize how important 
and determinative that first step was.!°8 Philo, in his exegesis of Mosaic scrip- 
ture, embarks on the decisive shift from an experience of God that is direct and 
concrete to an experience of God that is mediated through theoretical reflection 
on what God’s nature is.!°? Hence the discussion on knowing, naming and 


107 Much emphasis has recently been placed on the role of tradition in Philo’s exegesis, e.g. in 
the Claremont Philo research project (on which see Studia Philonica 3 (1974-75) 71-112), and 
by T.H. Tobin, The creation of man: Philo and the history of interpretation, Washington 1983, 
but for critical remarks on Tobin’s study see Runia, op. cit. (n. 6), 556 ff. and D. Winston, JBL 
104 (1985) 558 ff. 

108 In response to the view (Nikiprowetzky) that Philo is first and foremost a commentator on 
scripture and that this goes a long way to explaining his lack of consistency, Osborn replies (p. 
44): ‘‘The difficulty which faces this defence is that Philo is not really subject to the text; his 
allegorical method is too arbitrary to be governed by its subject matter.’’ Yet for Philo his her- 
meneutic method is essentially scientific! Here a potential weakness of the method of problematic 
elucidation becomes apparent, i.e. that it projects modern assumptions onto a past body of 
thought which as a (Kuhnian) paradigm has its own coherence. 

109 Cf. a penetrating analysis of the confluence of Judaic and Hellenic theological motifs in 
Hellenistic Judaism by Y. Amir, Die Begegnung des biblischen und des philosophischen Mono- 
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speaking about God that has: occupied us in this paper. For this reason, 
perhaps, Philo was the first theologian, even if, as we have seen, not all his 
theological ideas caught on.* 


theismus als Grundthema des jiidischen Hellenismus, Evangelische Theologie 38 (1978) 2-19. 
* The research for this contribution was supported by a C. & C. Huygens scholarship of the 
Netherlands Organisation for the Advancement of Pure Research (Z.W.O.). 
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GOD AND MAN IN PHILO OF 
ALEXANDRIA' 


* PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA, as we all know, is not very generous with 
information about himself in his writings. But he does occasionally tell 
us that he participated in Alexandrian cultural life, and, in particular, 
that he attended theatrical performances. A striking example is found 
in the treatise Quod omnis probus liber sit, where he records that he 
recently saw some actors performing a play of Euripides, during 
which a euology of freedom roused the audience to a pitch of 
enthusiasm. 

It is natural to assume, as in the example just given, that Philo 
attended performances of Greek plays, that is plays written by the 
great Athenian playwrights and their Hellenistic successors. But is it 
also possible that he patronized the production of Jewish plays? I do 
not, of course, mean to suggest that there were plays performed in 
Alexandria in the Hebrew language. Philo might not have been able to 
follow these, even if he had wanted to. What I am referring to is the 
possibility of plays written in Greek by Jewish authors on Jewish 
subjects. That such plays existed is proved by the fact that, via 
Alexander Polyhistor and Eusebius, we still posses extensive frag- 
ments of a play called the Exagoge by a poet with the very Jewish name 
of Ezechiel. Indeed, this play, written in respectable Iambic 
trimeters, is the most extensive example of a Hellenistic play still 
extant. It seems almost certain that the play has its origin in 
Alexandria. More problematic is the question of its date. H. Jacobson, 
who has just written a fine commentary on the play, argues that it 
should be dated to the second century BC, and probably to the second 
rather than the first half of that century.? If so, it was written at least a 
century before Philo’s birth. But that certainly does not exclude the 
possibility that Philo read the play or even saw it performed.‘ It is with 
a problem raised by the contents cf this play that I wish to commence 
this article. 


! This article was written with the financial support of the Netherlands Organization 
for the Advancement of Pure Research (ZWO). 

2 Prob. 141. Given the political situation in Roman Alexandria, there may be 
political rather than literary motives involved. Other Philonic texts referring to the 
theatre at Ebr. 177, Spec. 4. 185, QE fr. 26, etc. 

3 Jacobson (1983), 5-13. The terminus ante quem is the death of Alexander 
Polyhistor c.40 BC. 

+ If Wolfson (1947), 81 is right in postulating the existence of ‘young men’s Jewish 
dramatic organizations’, then it would be natural for the Exagoge to be a prominent part 
of their repertoire. But there is no evidence for such cultural segregation; cf. Feldman 
(1960), 227, Mendelson (1974-5), 14 ff. 
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I 


The title of Ezechiel’s play indicates its subject with all clarity. It is the 
exodus of the people of Israel out of the land of Egypt, as recorded in 
the second book of the Pentateuch. The protagonist is indisputably 
Moses, the divinely appointed leader of the people of Israel, who is 
also the leading figure in Philo’s exegetical euvre. It would seem 
probable that the play followed the Hellenistic convention of five acts, 
but that, in order to accommodate the variety of scenes preserved in 
our fragments, the author must have violated the unities of time and 
place customary in Greek drama. The play begins with Moses 
recounting the events of his flight from Egypt. He meets the daughters 
of Raguel (Jethro), and that is followed by the decisive encounter at 
the burning bush, in which God foretells the course of events during 
Moses’ confrontation with Pharaoh. A long fragment contains the 
messenger speech, in which the crossing of the Red Sea and the 
destruction of the Egyptian army is retold in vivid detail. "The play 
ends at Elim, the oasis which in Ezechiel’s description clearly 
prefigures the promised land that is the ultimate goal of the Israelites’ 
journey. Analysis of the chosen themes and language of the play 
reveals that the author’s primary source was the Septuagint. Quite a 
number of interpretative additions are made to the biblical text, many 
of which can be paralleled in Jewish Midrashic texts (some also occur 
in Philo’s De vita Moysis, for example, the reference to Moses’ royal 
education in Il. 36-8, elaborated in great detail in Mos. 1. 18-24).° But 
one striking scene is difficult to parallel and seems to be quite unique. 

While still in the land of Midian,? Moses has a dream which he 
recounts to his father-in-law Raguel:8 


€(50)§ Seous zat’ dxea Ziv(ai)ov Bedvov 

péyav tiv’ eivat wéexor ’¢ OVEAVOD ATUYAGC, 

év t@ xaOjo8at Pwta yevvaldév tia 70 
babyy Exovta xai péya oxhateov xeEoi 

evuvopnw pdAtota. deELG 5é pot 

évevoe, xayYW TEdVEV EaTABHV BEdvov. 

oxirteov Sé pot TaQdwxeE xai cic BQdvov pEyav 

cinev xaOjobat- Bacthixov 5° ESwxé por 76 
S.G5ynua xai avtds x BQdvwv ywoitetat. 


5 On the dramatic structure of the play see Jacobson (1983), 29-36; on Elim as 
symbolizing the promised land, ibid. 165. 

6 On the Midrashic parallels see ibid. 20-3 and passim. 

7 Actually Ezechiel describes Raguel’s homeland as Libya. On the traditional 
background (reconciliation of Exod. 2: 21 and Num. 12: 1) see Jacobson (1983), 85-9, 
Van der Horst (1984), 363. 

8 Text Snell (1971). Translation based on version by Van der Horst (1983), 23 (with 
minor alterations). 
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tym 8° éoetdov yiv Gnacav éyxuxhov 

xat Eveode yaias xai Evreg8ev oveavod, 

xat poi Tt MAB0c GotéQwWV MEd yoUVaTa 

émint’, €yw dé navtacs jovWunoduny, 80 
xGpov Naghyev ao magenBoAH Peotdv. 

eit’ EupofnOeic tEaviotap’ é iavov. 

I dreamed that on the summit of mount Sinai 

stood a great throne reaching to the corners of heaven. 

On it was seated a noble man, 70 
with a diadem (on his head) and holding a great sceptre 

in his left hand, And with his right hand 

he beckoned me, and I stood before the throne. 

He handed me the sceptre and summoned me 

to sit on the great throne. Also he gave me 75 
the royal diadem, and he himself descended from the throne. 

And I saw the full circle of the earth 

and what was below the earth and beyond the heaven. 

And a multitude of stars fell on their knees 

before me and I counted them all, 80 
and they moved past me like a regiment of mortals. 

Then I awoke from my sleep in a state of fear. 


Raguel responds by interpreting the dream (II. 83-9). God has given a 
good sign; Moses will establish a great throne and will become a leader 
of men, while the vision of the earth, what is below it, and what is 
beyond God’s heaven indicates that he will see what is, what was 
before, and what is to come (6pet ta 1 Svta ta te 10 tod th 8B’ 
DOTEQOV). 

There is nothing in the Exodus narrative that even remotely 
suggests this dream. Moses prophesies and undertakes journeys of 
mystic ascent in the Pentateuch, but he has no recorded dreams. An 
explanation might be sought in Ezechiel’s extensive acquaintance with 
the conventions of Greek tragedy, in which dreams occur quite 
frequently. But, as Starobinski-Safran points out,° these dreams are 
usually premonitory, presaging disastrous events, whereas here 
Moses is promised a glorious future. So once again it might be better 
to turn to whatever parallel material can be found in Jewish tradition. 
But we then find ourselves in the middle of a scholarly controversy 
about how Ezechiel’s depiction of Moses’ dream should be inter- 
preted. 

Half a century ago, in his controversial study on Hellenistic 
Judaism By Light, Light, Goodenough used this passage as evidence 
his thesis of the mystic Moses as central figure in a Jewish mystery 
religion strongly influenced by Orphism.!° Jacobson combats this 


9 Starobinski-Safran (1974), 221. 
10 Goodenough (1935), 290. On the thesis, which never won wide acceptance but 
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view vigorously.!! There are similar accounts of a divine throne in the 
heavens and of the ascent of a privileged figure such as Enoch or 
Moses to the throne in Jewish apocalyptic literature. But if we look 
carefully at Ezechiel’s presentation we must conclude that he wants to 
demythologize such accounts. There is no supernatural atmosphere, 
Jacobson asserts, no assignation of cosmic rulership (as Goodenough 
mistakenly supposed on the basis of what he read in Philo), no 
heavenly ascent on the part of Moses, but merely a divinely sent, 
prophetic dream. Ezechiel grants Moses the gift of prophecy, but 
denies him knowledge of the divine mysteries. Hovering in the 
background is the text Num. 12: 6-8, where the Lord says that to 
other prophets He will make himself known in dreams, but not to his 
servant Moses, to whom He will speak mouth to mouth, in manifest 
form and not in riddles (év elder xat od dv’ aiviyatwv). The dream is 
thus an accommodation to the practices of Greek tragedy; from the 
Jewish angle its intent is to demystify the figure of Moses. Van der 
Horst is not persuaded by these arguments.!2 He rightly points out 
that it is unreasonable to expect that the audience should interpret this 
scene in terms of a text located in a later book of the Pentateuch (I 
would go further and say that the fact that Moses does receive a 
prophetic dream means that the playwright does mot have the text in 
mind; surely we cannot regard the scene as so ‘secularized’ that the 
dream occurs without divine intervention). There is, according, to 
Van der Horst, a striking similarity between Ezechiel’s presentation 
and what we find in the Hebrew Book of Enoch and other Judaic 
writings. In fact what we have here is one of the very first 
throne-visions which were later to become so prominent in the 
Merkavah literature of Jewish mysticism. But there is one crucial 
difference. In the play there is only one throne. What is so remarkable 
is that God leaves this throne so that Moses can sit on it. The 
implication is that Moses is actually deified. For parallel evidence on 
this conception of divine kingship Van der Horst appeals to texts in 
Philo. Indeed, the Philonic texts which he thinks support Ezechiel’s 
implied deification of Moses are precisely those which Jacobson used 
for purposes of contrast in order to show how demystified the 
dramatic presentation 1s.'3 

The purpose of my article is not to dwell on this interpretative 


nevertheless, as we shall see, had a strong Nachwirkung in the United States, see Nock 
(1937), Nikiprowetzky (1977) passim, Sandmel (1979), 140-7. 

'! Jacobson (1981), (1983), 89 ff. 

12 Van der Horst (1983), (1984) 363 ff. Cf. the views of G. Quispel (1981), 416-18, 
(1983), 48-50, who regards Ezechiel as presaging certain Gnostic ideas. 

‘3, Compare Jacobson (1981), 273, 276-7 (and n. 12) with Van der Horst (1983), 
25-6. 
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controversy, fascinating though the question is. Both scholars can 
probably learn from each other. Aspects of Jacobson’s view seem to 
me rather forced, and he does nothing with the motif of the vacation of 
the throne. Van der Horst, on the other hand, has perhaps taken 
dramatic aspects of the presentation insufficiently into account. Both 
scholars, as we saw, appeal to Philo. The question that concerns me is 
the following: how would Philo have reacted to this scene if he had 
witnessed it on the stage (or read it on papyrus)? We can be certain 
that he would have been delighted with the eulogistic presentation of 
Moses in the play, quite often reminiscent of his own efforts in the De 
vita Moysis. But how would he have viewed the portrayal of a Moses 
who dreams that he takes God’s place on the throne and (like Joseph 
before him!'*) envisages the stars bowing down to him, stars whose 
number he (unlike Abraham before him’) ts able to count? Assuming 
that Philo, with Van der Horst, interpreted the scene as a 
quasi-deification of Moses, should we conclude that he would have 
approved? Or is it more likely that he would have protested, affirming 
that in such a vision Moses was overstepping the all-important 
dividing line between the divine and the human, between God and 
man? In order to answer this question we shall have to look at the way 
that Philo himself deals with this problem of the divide between God 
and man, both from the theological and philosophical angle, and that 
leads us into the real subject of this article. 

But before I try to grapple with the question I have posed, it is 
perhaps worth asking whether there is any evidence that Philo was in 
fact acquainted with Ezechiel’s play. For if that were the case, we 
might be able to answer the question by looking for a direct response 
to the poet’s presentation in Philo’s works. In his commentary 
Jacobson puts forward the evidence that he and his predecessors have 
collected, and concludes that ‘it seems likely that. . . Philo. . . knew 
and used the Exagoge’.'© Thematic and linguistic parallels between 
the play and the narrative in the De vita Moysis form the basis for this 
judgment. For example, the Septuagintal xai yxev adtiy (sc. Biftv) 
eis tO EAog naQad tov notapdv (Exod. 2: 3) becomes in Ezechiel 
bmeEEOnxe . . . MAE’ Gxea otapLod Adoov eis EAocg Saod (Il. 16-17); 
Philo says that the mother tov xaida éxtiBéaor Maeda Tag dx8as tod 
motapov (Mos. 1. 10) and that the princess found him év t@ daoutatw 
tHv EA@v (14) (Jacobson does not mention the change of person doing 
the placing/finding in Philo). I cannot agree that Philo is engaged in 
polemic against Ezechiel in Mos. 1. 179, when he affirms that not even 
a messenger was left to tell the tale; this is a natural expansion of the 


'¢ Cf. Gen. 37: 9, commented on by Philo in Somn. 2. 110ff. 
iS Cf. Gen. 15: 5, commented on by Philo in Her. 86-9. 
'6 Jacobson (1983), 38-9. 
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biblical xai od xatedeipdn @ abtav ob8dé eic (Exod. 14: 28). In fact 
I am not persuaded that we can be at all confident that Philo was 
acquainted with the play. Our question must therefore remain strictly 
hypothetical. But that does not make it any less important, for it raises 
issues vital to an evaluation of a central aspect of Philo’s thought. 


II 


Let us begin with the Philonic text which has been invoked as a 
significant parallel (whether positively or negatively) to Ezechiel’s 
presentation of Moses. In the De vita Moysis Philo outlines in a very 
straightforward-way, accessible to readers with little knowledge of the 
Jewish religion, the central place occupied by Moses in his 
understanding of Judaism.'? Moses is king, lawgiver, priest, prophet. 
In Book I his kingship is explained chiefly through a narrative account 
of his leadership of the people of Israel. But at § 148-62 an excursus 
with a somewhat more theoretical character is given. Moses as leader 
does not believe in pomp and circumstance, but shows the austerity of 
a true sage. For this reason God gives him the whole cosmos as portion 
(xAfjeos) and inheritance, each element obeying him as master 
(155-7). Indeed, he enjoyed a partnership with the Creator to such an 
extent that he was deemed worthy of the same appellation, for he was 
named god and king (@e0¢ xai Baotievc) of the whole nation. Entering 
into the darkness where God was, he gained knowledge of paradig- 
matic Being, and so can offer his life as a godlike masterpiece and 
paradigm (nagddetypa) for his followers to imitate (158-9). As future 
legislator he was already a living and rational embodiment of the law 
(vGuosg Eupuyxds te xat Aoytxds) (162). 

The biblical text that impels Philo to call Moses 6ed¢ here is 
Exod. 7: 1, where God says to Moses, ‘Behold I send you as god to 
Pharaoh’. It is connected to Exod. 20: 21, which describes Moses’ 
ascent of Mount Sinai. Meeks, in two stimulating analyses, has argued 
that Moses is portrayed as God’s cosmic vice-regent, who receives a 
mystic initiation and so possesses an intermediate status between God 
and man.!8 The connection between his divine status (as %od), his 
kingship and his mystic ascent is illuminated by Rabbinic and 
Samaritan parallels, which also combine texts such as Exod. 7: 1 (and 
4: 16!9), Deut. 33: 1, 5, Exod. 20: 21, 34: 29. Indeed, if other Philonic 


17 On the introductory nature of the treatise (but not exclusively directed at gentiles 
as Goodenough (1933) thought) see Nikiprowetzy (1977), 195 ff., Sandmel (1979), 
47-§2.- 

18 Meeks (1967), 100 ff. and (1968), passzm 

'9 Jt is sometimes overlooked by scholars, e.g. by Holladay (1977), 106 and Van der 
Horst (1984), 365, that in Exod. 4: 16 the Septuagint, in contrast to the Hebrew text, 
does not call Moses 8ed¢ to Aaron, but reads ov dé abt Eon ta. meds TOV Gedv. Cf. Philo’s 
exegesis at Migr. 81-4. 
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texts in which Exod. 7: 1 is invoked are analysed, it emerges that Philo 
vacillates between presenting Moses as sharing God’s nature and even 
‘approaching substantiality’ with Him, and viewing him as a divine 
man (Qeioc¢ avije) who is granted an apotheosis.29 Meeks is in fact 
refining Goodenough’s hypothesis of the mystic Moses as ‘saviour’ of 
the Jewish people (and forerunner of the incarnated Logos of 
Christianity).?! Clearly, if Meeks is right, Philo would have applauded 
Ezechiel’s dream scene as a theatrically successful depiction of Moses’ 
elevation to divine status. Our question would already have received 
an answer.?2 

But let us first look a little more closely at Philo’s text. Two 
problems cause Meeks to take recourse to parallels in Palestinian 
sources (with which Philo may well have been quite unfamiliar). Why 
does Philo, in discussing Moses’ kingship, invoke Exod. 7: 1, and why 
does he relate it to the mystic ascent of Sinai??3 It is possible, I believe, 
to find satisfactory answers in terms of Philo’s own thought. In the 
double title O05 xai BaotAetc the second term is meant to explicate the 
first. Philo consistently associates rulership with godship in his 
exegesis of Exod. 7: 1: Moses the true king is god to Pharaoh the fool 
who thinks he is king; votc¢ as tyyeuovixdv is god to the irrational mind 
or soul in charge of the bodily realm.25 Hence, in the context — Moses 
has just had the confrontation with Pharaoh—the text springs 
naturally to mind. The entry into the darkness is not meant to indicate 
a divinizing initiation rite, but enhances Moses’ qualifications for 
kingship. Having gained knowledge of the intelligible realm,26 Moses 
is now the philosopher-king envisaged by Plato (cf. Mos. 2. 2, where 
Philo paraphrases Rep. 473c-d), and as such can be a nagddetypa for 
his subjects.?’ 


20 Meeks (1967) 104 f. 

21 Cf. the subtitle of Meeks’s monograph (1967). 

2 Van der Horst cites Meeks in support of his interpretation; cf. (1983), 25 and 
(1984), 365. 

23 Cf. Meeks (1968), 355. 

4 For the following discussion on Exod. 7: 1 see also the carefully executed study of 
Holladay (1977), in which he argues that the concept of the Oeiog &vjg is not as 
important in Hellenistic Judaism (and by implication in the New Testament) as has 
often been thought; on Philo see pp. 103-98 (but I do not think the non-Philonic 
Pp. 124-5 strengthen his case). 

2% Cf. Mut. 128-9, Sacr. 8-9, Leg. 1. 40; Holladay (1977), 125 ff. 

2% The yvdéqos of Exod. 20: 21 consistently represents for Philo the intelligible world, 
cf. Post. 14, Mut. 7 (taken over by Clement Str. 2. 6. 1); the biblical justification for the 
theory is found a few chapters further (Exod. 25: 9 10 nagédetypa!, cf. Wolfson (1947), 
1. 181, Runia (1986), 114, 170). 

27 Cf. Holladay 126, who cites Rep. 480a, 484b, 540a-b. The word-play on 
nagéderypa (ideal exemplar, example) is Philo’s idea. For the Biog of a philosopher as a 
nagdderypa cf. the decree in honour of Zeno of Citium, Diog. Laert. 7. 10. 


GOD AND MAN IN PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA 55 


But questions remain. Why is Moses’ kingship placed in a cosmic 
perspective, with emphasis on the obedience of the elements? Why 
does Philo stress that Moses, the friend of God,?8 receives the cosmos 
as allotment (AM§ts) or portion (xAfeos) befitting God’s heir 
(xAngovopos)? Why is Moses portrayed as god, not of Pharaoh, but of 
the whole people? To the first of these questions the context can yield 
a satisfactory answer. Moses is presented as a (Stoic) onovéaios, one 
of whose characteristics is that he is a xoopomoditys (§157). It is 
apparent that the elements obey him, not only from the account of the 
ten plagues which Philo has just reported, but also from other events 
that are to occur during Moses’ leadership of the people of Israel.” In 
the case of the other two questions, however, we may reasonably 
suspect that other themes hover in the background without being 
made explicit. 

I propose now to turn to an allegorical treatise, in which many of the 
themes we have encountered so far are brought together in a complex 
but well-integrated way.” In the De mutatione nominum a running 
commentary is given on Gen. 17: 1-5, 15-22. As always in Philo’s 
exegetical works a multitude of exegetical and philosophical themes 
are woven in and out of the treatise. But, as the title indicates,3! there 
is a certain concentration on the problem of names (in the main 
biblical text both Abraham and Sarah have their names changed). 
Twice, at § 19 and 125, the (for our purposes) crucial text Exod. 7: 1 is 
introduced. But, in order to understand Philo’s intentions with the 
text (and how they reflect on Mos. 1. 155-8), we have to look more 
closely at the context in the treatise as a whole. 

Why does the scriptural text say, ‘And the Lord was seen by 
Abraham and said to him “I am your God” ’? It must not be thought, 
says Philo with an appeal to Exod. 3: 14-15 and 6: 3, that God can be 
legitimately named. His nature is to be and not to be predicated, so we 
can only name him by means of xatéyenots, the deliberate misuse of 
language (§11-13).22 Here the names refer to the divine powers and 


28 The exegetical theme of Moses as ‘friend of God’ (§156) is based on Exod. 33: 11; 
cf. Amir (1983), 207 ff. 

29 Holladay, because he is keen to prove that the motif of the thaumaturgic 8eioc avio 
is of no importance in Philo, offers an interpretation in terms of Stoic physics—the 
elements include soul, virtue, and vice. This does not convince. We should note that 
Philo where possible rationalizes the miraculous aspects of the Exodus narrative (e.g. at 
1. 185). The Philonic Moses is quite a different figure than an Apollonius of Tyana. 

30 For a more detailed treatment of the thematics of this treatise see Runia (1988), 
72éf. 

31 The title has been often regarded as a misnomer, because the changes of name are 
only discussed in §60-129. But this is a serious misconception of Philo’s way of 
constructing a treatise; see Runia (1988), 82. 

32 On this important theme, see ibid. 82-9. 
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their use must be seen in relation to different types of man. The 
supreme Being (10 dv) is, via His powers, xvetoc to the worthless man, 
Oedc to the man in progress, xbetog and 8ed¢ to the man who has 
attained perfection (§18-24). But Philo complicates matters by 
interweaving the special position of Moses in his exegetical schema. 
Not God but Moses 1s 6e6¢ to Pharaoh, the archetypal patios (Exod. 
7:1 is quoted, §19), that is, Moses is to the worthless man what God as 
@edc¢ is to the man of progress (here Abraham). This remark gains 
extra significance in the light of the context. If the name or title 6ed6¢ 
cannot be predicated of God as He really is (§11), then it is easier to 
understand how God and Moses can share the same name. The 
lawgiver is not superstitious about the use of names, but has one aim 
only, to express things as they really are, Philo remarks in another 
passage which discusses the same theme of proper and improper 
naming, this time in relation to the problematic text Gen. 31: 13 with 
its double use of 6e6c.33 There are thus a whole range of beings that 
can be called Ooi: certain men, heavenly bodies (860i aioOytot) ,* 
angels, divine powers, even God Himself (but then catachrestically, 
not legitimately). This point, often overlooked by theologians who 
ignore the philosophical underpinnings of Philo’s doctrine of God, is 
of obvious relevance to his use of Exod. 7: 1. But let us return to the 
text under discussion. 

At the end of the passage Moses is again invoked, this time as 
example of the perfect man. Philo’s line of thought is difficult here, 
and has been much misunderstood. I need to quote the relevant capita 
(§24-6) in full: 

24. dtxaroi yao tov pév paddrov ws UNO xuoiov deondCeoBan, iv’ evAaBovpEVOS xal 
otévwv éenixoeucuevov Exy Tov SeonotixOv MdBov, tov dé MEOXONTOVTA Ws bd 
Ged evegyeteiobar, 6mw¢ taic EvmoLiats TeAELOTHTOS EGixytat, Tov dé TéAELOV xal 
HyepovevecOar Wc U0 xvQiov xal eveoyETEtoOar wc INO Deod- Stapévet yae obtOSG 
ciodnav a&teemtoc, éxeivoc dé Navtwe gotiv avOownos Geod. 25. Sndodtat dé 
tovto wdd.o@’ ws éni Mwvotws: “aitn” yao mnot “fh evaAoyia fv evAdynoe 
Movorjs, a&vOewnog Beod (Deut. 33: 1). ® mayxddys xai tegoneenois 
aviddcews GEwwOeic, Beiac noovoiacs avtdobvat EAUTOV. 26. GAAG wh voutons TOV 
abtov todnov avOowndv te yiveoOar xai GvOownov Ge00- &GvOQwnov péEv yao, Beod 
Os xthpa - kvVOownov Sé Geod, Oo abynua xai dmpéAnua. ei Sh BovAet Sravoias 
xAOOV tov BEdv ExELV, AUTOS ME6TEQOV yEVOD xAEOS AELGYEEWS AVTOD: yevijon SE, 
&vV tous XELoOMOLTOUS xai Exovoalous &navtas vouous ExMvyNs. 

24. For He determines that the worthless man should be ruled by Him as Lord 
and with awe and groaning feel the fear of the Master hanging over him, that 
the man of progress should be benefited by Him as God, so that through such 


33 Somn. 1. 228-30; on this text see Nikiprowetzy (1980), 61 f. 
4 Cf. Runia (1986), 190, 250. 
35 ‘Text Cohn-Wendland, translation my own (with some assistance from Colson 


(LCL)). 


GOD AND MAN IN PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA 57 


acts of kindness he may reach perfection, and that the perfect man should be 
directed by Him as Lord and benefited by Him as God; for God remains 
wholly unalterable, while the perfect man is above all a man of God. 25. This 
is especially shown in the case of Moses. ‘This’, he says, ‘is the blessing which 
Moses gave, the man of God.’ What a splendid and holy exchange is he 
deemed worthy of, that instead of divine providence he should offer himself 
(as blessing)! 26. But do not think that being a man and a man of God 
amounts to the same: you are a man as God’s possession, a man of God as a 
boast (for yourself) and an instrument of service (for others). So if you wish to 
have God as the portion of your mind, first you yourself become a portion 
worthy of him (Moses). This will happen if you abandon all handmade and 
arbitrary laws. 


The train of thought is not immediately clear, and many emendations 
have been proposed, especially by the translators Colson and 
Theiler.2° Admittedly it is not easy to see why Philo, after his 
summary of the three groups of men and the three divine names they 
are respectively assigned, makes a direct jump to God’s unchange- 
ability. One might suspect, with a forward glance to §27-8 and 128-9, 
that he means to say that God’s beneficence is unalterable, whereas 
Moses, as benefactor for the lower ranks of men, can modulate his 
activity (through blessing and condemnation) and so is of more 
immediate assistance to his subjects. However this may be, Philo, by 
invoking Deut. 33: 1, wants to emphasize the special role of Moses. 
The ‘man of God’ mediates by blessing the people, and so taking 
God’s place (&vtidootc).3” Clearly there is a connection with Exod. 7: 
1, except that Moses is now not 8¢d¢ to Pharaoh, but &v@ewxos Be0d to 
his followers. And why does Philo suddenly speak of having God as 
the mind’s xAjeos? Because that is what Moses himself has received as 
arch-Levite, for whom the Lord Himself is his portion (Deut. 10: 9). 
(Exactly the same themes of atynua, avtidootc, Levitic xAfjeog are 
brought together in Congr. 133-4; but the meaning of dvtidoots 
differs somewhat because the substitutionary role of Moses is not 
discussed.) I am convinced therefore that the words GEWyeews adtod 
in §26 must mean ‘worthy of him (i.e. Moses)’ and not, as all 


3 Colson (1934), 154 ff. suggests (and incorporates in his translation) : §24 obtos. . . 
éxeivoc to ottws ... éxeivwc; 26 GvOewndv te (E00) yiveoBar xai avOQdnov OEdv- 
é&vOownov pv yao Ge0d, ws xtHa: avOowmov Sé GEdv, Ws. . . ; Vo~oUs to pWOUS. Theiler 
(1938), 113 f. proposes: 25 GEwwVeic to &Eim Oedv (but the construction with the 
participial vocative is surely an acceptable ellipse); &vOemnov Sé Bedv, w> abynua to 
avOowmov dé Oedv, (Ge00) dc oixnua. Some justification for such rashness can be found 
in the very poor state of the manuscript tradition of this treatise. 

3” Colson translates 8cias noovoias a&vtidoivar géavtdv as ‘in return for God's 
protecting care he should give himself to God’. But from the context it is clear that 
a&vididwpt here means ‘give instead of’ (cf. LSJ 2), that is, Moses gives himself (as 
blessing) instead of God, who would normally be expected to do this. Perhaps 
avtidd0ews should be translated ‘substitution’ or ‘replacement’ instead of ‘exchange’. 
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translators have hitherto rendered, ‘worthy of Him (i.e. God)’. 
If we want to participate in the Levitic spirituality which is Philo’s 
religious and philosophical ideal,*® we must first take Moses as our 
portion (and example). The way to do this is to begin with obedience 
to his legislation. It is clear that Colson’s suggestion that we read 
dpous (faults) instead of ‘laws’ is based on a complete misinterpreta- 
tion of the passage. 

Later in the same treatise Philo returns to these themes. Having 
given a detailed resumé of all the biblical characters who have had 
their names changed (§60-124), he reaches a climax in the figure of 
Moses, who not only, like Isaac (§88) is excluded from a change of 
name, but even has three names, Moses (meaning ‘reception’ or 
‘feeling for’), man of God (Deut. 33: 1), god (Exod. 7: 1) (§125-9).9 
When explaining Moses’ role as man of God, Philo again refers to the 
Levitic xAfjeos. Having no eyes for his kinship to created reality, 
Moses assigns himself as portion to the Creator, and so not only is able 
to lead a rational and blessed life himself, but also bequeath that gift to 
others.” For Pharaoh the fool Moses is 8e6c¢ because he acts as a 
mediator and intercedes with the Father in the infliction of 
punishment. 

We are now ina position to compare this text with the passage in the 
De vita Moysis, our discussion of which had left us with unresolved 
difficulties.t! The emphasis of Moses’ receipt of the cosmos as 
allotment or portion in §156—7 surely means that the Levite theme is 
playing a role in the background. Here, because Moses is being 
presented as king and leader, that is in ‘secular’ terms, he receives not 
God but the cosmos as xAfjeos. Moreover, in describing Moses’ 
relation to his people, Philo cannot use the ‘priestly’ text Deut. 33: 1, 
but has to fall back on Exod. 7: 1. This text too has an honorific 
element: Moses is deemed worthy (GEwwOeic! cf. Mut. 25) of the same 
title as God. But it means that he is god of his people in the same way 
that he is god to the wicked Pharaoh. Are the people then gadAot? Yet 
elsewhere the people are collectively called Israel, the race that sees 
God.* Both Meeks and Holladay resort to Rabbinic and Samaritan 
parallels to explain the use of Exod. 7: 1 as proof of Moses’ kingship.* 
There is no proof, however, that Philo was acquainted with such 


38 Cf. Harl (1966), 130 ff. 

39 On the passage and its difficult etymologies see now Nikiprowetzky (1984). 

4 On the word play with evaAoyéw and evdoyotia see ibid. 125: ‘As for Philo the priest 
is a designation of the Wise Man, so in the exercise of his priestly functions Moses 
communicates to the people access to the wisdom which distinguishes him. He heals 
souls into whom he places, instead of the passions, a right mind and a holy reason.’ 

‘| See above p. 55. 

*# Cf. Earp (1962), 333 f., Delling (1984). 

4 Meeks (1968), 355 ff., Holladay (1977), 123-5. 
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Midrashic traditions.‘ I think it is likely that Philo has introduced a 
more general interpretation of Exod. 7: 1 at Mos. 1. 158 on an analogy 
with and as a replacement for Deut. 33: 1. Another example of such a 
‘more general interpretation’ is found in the philosophical treatise 
Quod omnis probus liber sit (42-4). The onovdatoc, who is friend of 
God and hence also ruler and king of kings, cannot but be free as 
well.*5 (Both themes, we recall, occur in Mos, 1. 155 ff.) The lawgiver 
of the Jews states even more boldly that he who is possessed by love of 
the divine and worships Being is no longer a man but a god, though a 
god of men (&vOednwv Gedv) and not of the parts of nature, leaving to 
the Father of all the position of King and God of gods (8edv Baotrei 
nai Oed).* He who has been deemed worthy (j€iwtat) of such divine 
rank, not through himself but as friend of God, is surely free and has 
attained the state of blessedness (edvdatmoveiv). The context differs, 
but the portrayal of the sage as the true ruler and ‘god of men’ is clearly 
consistent with the depiction of Moses as @£0¢ xat Baotrevs in Mos. I. 
158. 

Yet there is also a difference. The sage, according to Moses in Prob. 
43, worships Being only (10 6v pdvov Geganevovta), that is once again 
the Levitic theme,’ just as in Mut. 26 and 127. Indeed, this is where 
our parallel texts shed the most unexpected light on the presentation 
of Moses in Mos. 1. 155-8. Instead of associating Moses’ godship and 
kingship with the Levitic theme of devotion to God, Philo chooses to 
emphasize that the sage received the cosmos as a portion, that is, 
precisely the realm of genesis that the Levite had pledged to disregard 
(cf. Mut. 127 GV &vOENOV hv MEd yEvEeoL pH EWEAKdTOS OVvY- 
yéverav, based on Deut. 33: g). The reason for this is clear enough. 
When the friend of God is called to kingship, his concern is primarily 
with the cosmic realm of genesis. But for the friend of God there is also 
a higher office, the priesthood. It is thus in his account of Moses as 
priest that Philo emphasizes his calling to the Levitic task of serving 
God as true Being (cf. Mos. 2. 67). Our analysis constrains us, 
therefore, to reach a conclusion which is practically the opposite of 
that urged by Meeks.‘ Far from being exalted to a position as God’s 
cosmic vice-regent, Moses is being presented here as fulfilling an 


* The point is not that Philo was unacquainted with exegetical traditions. There is 
every chance that traditional exegesis lurks behind his use of texts such as Exod. 7: 1 
and Deut. 33: 1. But we have no way of determining what those traditions were. 

$5 Adaptation of Stoic paradoxes on the oogéc, which form the philosophical basis of 
this heavily Stoicizing treatise. On its relation to the exegetical treatises see Petit (1974), 
102-4, Runia (1986), 546. 

On the biblical and Platonic resonances of the expression @d¢ @e@v see Runia 
(1986), 234. 

Cf. Det. 62, Mos. 2. 67. 

48 See above pp. 53-4. 
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office that is Jower tnan the office of priest (and also of lawgiver and 
prophet) which he will also receive. As philosopher-ruler and 
xoovonoditns, he receives the cosmos as portion; as priest and prophet 
he receives God himself as portion. (The element of (propagandisti- 
cally motivated) biographical hyperbole lies in the fact that Moses is 
presented as combining all the offices in his one person; the practising 
Levite would have to abandon worldly concerns, as is indeed implied 
in the ‘division of labour’ between Moses and Aaron in the 
Pentateuch.) 

The final point which our discussion of the two passages in the De 
mutatione nominum has taught us is how to interpret the words ‘being 
deemed worthy of the same title (sc. as God)’ (me00QrcEws tig adTHS 
&Eww8eic) in Mos. 1. 158. The privileged status of Moses is shown by 
the fact that he has no less than three names (one of which is ‘god’). 
God too has many titles— God, Lord, Father, Creator and so on.*? 
The crucial difference is that for Moses these are personal and proper 
names (idta xai xtera dvduata) which tell us something about his 
nature, whereas God, as transcendent Being, has no proper (i.e. 
legitimate) name (xdgtov dvoya) which can indicate his essence.°° A 
little earlier in Mos. 1.75-6 Philo, with reference to Exod. 3: 14-15, 
had made the same point: no name (évoya) can properly be 
predicated of God, but so that weaker natures may have a title 
(xe@doenotc) with which to address Him, He says that he is God (@&6¢) 
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.5! The fact, therefore, that Moses is 
given the same title as God is certainly a great honour, but it does not 
imply a kind of detfication in which Moses comes to share in the same 
nature as God.*2 On the contrary, such a conclusion would reveal a 
failure to understand the nature of God’s transcendence and the 
implications of that transcendence for the way in which He can be 
named. 

It would not be practicable to analyse all the passages in which Philo 
invokes Exod. 7: 1 (and Deut. 33: 1) in the course of his exegetical 
expositions.53 We should, however, briefly look at two texts in which 
Philo mixes exegetical and philosophical argumentation in support of 
his conception of Moses’ godship. In Sacr. 1-10 (exegesis Gen. 4: 2) 
the line of thought is: 


In Mut. Philo dwells only on xdguoc and Ged as names for Being: but cf. Decal. 94 
1@ tod Beod noAvwvonW dvopatt. 

50 Cf. Mut. 11 ff., a difficult passage that has been much misunderstood, on which 
see Runia (1988), 76-9. 

5! Philo is not always consistent in distinguishing between dvoya. and xnedagnoats in the 
case of God, for example in Plant. 86. 

52 Contrast Meeks (1968), 360. 

53 This has been done by Holladay (1977), 108-55, in each case taking the 
all-important context scrupulously into account. 
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1. The wise men (or minds) Abel, Abraham, Jacob, Esau 
underwent addition at birth or death (Gen. 4: 2, 25:8, 49: 33, 35: 29). 

2. Moses represents a higher stage, for he is appointed as god to 
Pharaoh (Exod. 7: 1). 

3. A god does not undergo addition or diminution.** 

4. Therefore no one knows the location of Moses’ grave (Deut. 34: 
6), that is, he is not added to his fathers but is translated to God 
himself. 


In Det. 161-2 (exegesis Gen. 4: 14) the argument appears to go ina 
reverse direction: 


Only God as 6 dv (Exod. 3: 14) really exists; beings that come 
sfee him only seem (50&n) to exist. 
2. Moses is given by God as a ‘god’ to Pharaoh (Exod. 7: 1). 
3. ‘Being given’ entails passivity, not activity. 
i God as Being i is active, not passive. 
5. The oogdc is therefore not really Gedc (i.e. as God is), but only i in 
appearance (60&n) (i.e. to Pharaoh). 
6. In comparison with God as 6 wv the cogds is found to be an 
&vOeuwnos Seod (implicit reference to Deut. 33: 1). 


The two arguments are not strictly speaking incompatible, but are 
drawn in opposing directions through the constraint of the context, In 
the first Moses is allegorized® as the perfect soul and is brought in as 
close a relation as possible to God. In the second the gulf that remains 
between God and even the most privileged of men is demonstrated 
with great clarity. The second text is more important for our 
evaluation of Philo’s response to Ezechiel. To the problematics of the 
first we shall have to return in the final section of this article. 

The characteristic of Moses that has emerged as predominant in our 
analysis is his role as mediating figure. In exegeses of Exod. 7: 1 he 
mediates by representing God to, and interceding with Him on behalf 
of, the fool. In exegeses of Deut. 33: 1 he transmits divine blessings to 
the people through his own person. In Moses. 1. 155-8 these two 


54 Colson (LCL) mistranslates at Sacr. g: 6e6¢ means ‘a god’ (i.e. including Moses), 
not ‘God’; similar mistake at Migr. 84, but at Mut. 129 he gets it right. 

55 A god, according to Plato’s tinot tijg Geodoyiag in Rep. ii 379 ff., has the 
characteristics of goodness and immutability. Addition and subtraction are not 
compatible with the second of these, passivity is. For example, the planets as ‘visible 
gods’ follow an unchanging course, but they undergo passivity inasmuch as their 
motion is at least in part determined by an external cause (world-soul or first unmoved 
mover). But for the highest or first god passivity is evidently impossible, for it means 
that another god must act on him and that god would then have to be higher. Philo does 
equivocate somewhat, however, in his use of the word 6edc. 

56 Holladay (1977), 141 rightly stresses the importance of the allegorical intent of the 
passage. 
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approaches appear to be combined. Should we then go a step further 
and attempt to see this mediating role in a theological perspective? In 
Philo’s theology the mediator par excellence is, of course, the Logos. 
The Logos is ‘the face of God turned toward creation’,5’ and as such 
can be located at several hypostatized levels (transcendent, imman- 
ent, as an angel).°8 Recently there has been renewed interest in the 
subject of hypostatization. It has been thought that Philo gives 
evidence of (and shows a measure of sympathy for) a theological 
position that was branded heretical by the Rabbis, namely that God’s 
highest servant, ‘the angel of the Lord’, could be regarded as divine 
and therefore as a ‘second power’ in heaven next to and even as a rival 
of God. The subject is much too complex to be more than mentioned 
here. The question that immediately concerns us is: does Philo relate 
Moses as mediator to this Logos theology, and thus divinize him via 
the ‘back door’ of hypostatization? The answer must be in the 
negative. In a number of texts the high priest is described as the logos 
who mediates between God and man. In one such text Moses is 
portrayed as 6 tegdc Adyos (Her. 185, exeg. of Exod. 24: 6; cf. Moses as 
arch-high priest in Mos. 2. 66-186). It is clear from a number of 
comments that Philo makes that he regards the high priest (or Moses) 
as a representative of (or an allegorical symbol for) the Logos, and 
does not actually zdentify him with the divine hypostasis. It is 
precisely because the co@ds is a perfect man that he is granted this 


57 Winston (1985), 50. 

58 Cf. Wolfson (1947), 1. 226-94, 376-9, Runia (1986), 446-51. 

59 See Segal (1977), 159-81 and passim, Fossum (1982). The importance of Philo’s 
evidence for Segal’s thesis is apparent from the very first paragraph of his Preface: ‘It 
became clear that “two powers in heaven” was a very early category of heresy, earlier 
than Jesus, if Philo is a trustworthy witness, and one of the basic categories by which the 
rabbis perceived the new phenomenon of Christianity.’ It is not appropriate in this 
context to give a detailed critique of Segal’s use of Philonic evidence. But it needs 
to be said that he is insufficiently aware of the fact that 8ed¢ is only one of God’s names, 
and that to speak of more than one @edc is not necessarily a conscious departure from 
monotheism such as Philo understands it. Philo is, we note, sensitive to the use of 
expressions such as first (or highest) and second god (common in contemporary 
Platonism, cf. Numenius fr. 11, 15, 16 Des Places), because they imply a possible 
comparative basis (i.e. as if next to each other in a list). Hence his careful remark on the 
expression tov Bedv tov tyrotov at Gen. 14: 22 at Leg. 3. 81 On only one occasion in all 
his works does Philo unambiguously speak of a devtegog Bed. This occurs in QG 2. 62 in 
an exegesis of Gen. g: 6. Segal 164, following Wolfson (1947), 1. 234, cites the text as if 
it is in no way remarkable. I think, on the contrary, that the catachrests involved here is 
very remarkable and probably needs to be explained by the fact that Philo found it 
awkward to reconcile the words év eixévi 806 énoinoa in Gen. g: 6 with the 
better-known text xat’ cixéva Oe0d éxoinoev in Gen. 1: 27 (See further Runia (1986), 442 
f.). 

© Cf. Migr. 102, Her. 182-5, Fug. 108, Spec. 1. 116, QE 2. 118; see also Holladay 
(1977), 170-3, Dey (1975) 58 ff. 
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privileged position, being strictly speaking neither God nor man but 
rather occupying a midway position.°! 

We are now in a position to give an answer to the question we set 
ourselves earlier in this article, namely how Philo would have reacted 
to Ezechiel’s presentation of Moses’ dream. It is highly probable— 
though we can never be certain— that the scene would have surprised 
him, for it is not based on, and does not allude to, any of the 
Pentateuchal texts and exegetical traditions which we have seen Philo 
using in order to indicate Moses’ special status as leader of his people 
and chosen prophet of God.® The picture of God as a noble man 
seated on a thrpne he would have found bold but not unacceptable in 
the light of the use of anthropomorphisms in scripture.®? That God 
should relinquish the throne in favour of Moses he would not have 
found acceptable, for the reason that it might suggest that a man could 
come to occupy the same place as God. In such a delicate question 
careful qualifications are required. Moses can be called a ‘god’ because 
scripture accords him this title. But he is only a god in relation to.other 
men, not in relation to other divine beings, and most certainly not in 
relation to God himself.*t These qualifications are nowhere to be 
found in Moses’ account of his dream. It would not have escaped 
Philo’s notice that Raguel’s interpretation of the dream does not dwell 
on these theologically precarious aspects and instead hails Moses as 
future leader and seer.© But this, I submit, would not have been 
enough to compensate for the lack of explicit qualifications required 

‘by the dream account. I do not envisage Philo immediately leaving the 
theatre in disgust — he was a clearly a tolerant man—but I am sure he 
would have felt misgivings. It will be recalled that an appeal to the 
Philonic evidence was made by both Van der Horst and Jacobson in 
their interpretation of Ezechiel’s scene. The former thought the 
Philonic depiction provided a parallel for the prophet’s deification. 
The latter argued the opposite, that the playwright, when compared 
with Philo, demythologizes or demystifies his subject. In my view the 
comparisons made by both scholars have no sound basis. 


61 See especially Somn. 2. 230-4 (with reference to Lev. 16: 17). Interestingly at 
Somn. 2. 189 Philo attempts to integrate this text with Exod. 7: 1. 

6 Unless one excepts the accounts of Moses’ ascent to Sinai, but they are not 
expounded with reference to a divine throne. 

63 Defended with reference to the biblical words w> &v@gwnog (Deut. 8: 5), e.g. in 
Somn. 1. 237 (note the context!). 

In relation to the cosmic reverence Moses receives in Exagoge 79 ff. cf. especially 
Prob. 43 discussed above p. 59. 

65 Cf. Van der Horst (1983), 27-8. 

6 See above p. 51. 
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Although we already have an answer to the question we posed 
ourselves, it would be a pity to stop at this point. For there is another 
aspect of the exegesis of Exod. 7: 1 which has as yet hardly been 
touched on, and which can add an extra dimension to our 
investigation of the relation between God and man in Philo’s thinking. 

So far, when Philo interprets the text that Moses 1s given as a god to 
Pharaoh, he allegorizes it in terms of the relation between the wise 
man and the fool (e.g. in Mut. 19) or between the perfect mind and the 
mind in charge of the earthly realm (e.g. in Sacr. 8-10). This is an 
example of ethical allegory’ based on the division of men into gavaAot, 
mooxdmtovtes, and tédevot. In a smaller number of texts, however, 
Philo allegorizes the text in terms of psychological allegory, that is, 
with reference to the parts or potencies of the soul. In this case Moses 
represents the rational votdc, Aaron the Adyoc évéta8etoc, and Pharaoh 
the irrational part of the soul associated with the body. Why, Philo 
asks in Leg. 1. 39-40, is God said in Gen. 2: 7 to breathe into the face 
(as tyyevovixdv of the body) and not into the other parts such as the 
senses and the organs of speech and reproduction? The answer is that 
these were ‘in-breathed’ by the vovc, which shares what it has received 
from God with the unreasoning part of the soul. Hence Moses is called 
‘god’ to Pharaoh, for the vodg is, so to speak (Woavei), Oedg of the 
&Aoyov (uéoos) of the soul. On the role of Aaron as Adyos for Moses the 
vois see the allegories in Det. 39-40 and Migr. 81-4. . 

These examples of psychologizing allegorization may not seem very 
startling. But there is a much more important text where, I believe, 
the same allegorization is also present. I refer to Philo’s exegesis of 
Gen. 1: 26 in Opif. 69. Moses’ statement that man was created xat’ 
eixdva Ae0d xai xa0’ Guoiwow is excellent, for there is no earth-born 
creature that resembles God as much as man does. But this statement 
must be carefully understood :° 


tiv 8 Eugéoerav pydeics cixalétw owpatos Yaoaxtijot: obte yao GvOQuAduCE@os 
6 Gedc, obte GeoEdéc 10 AvOQWNELOV Oya. H SE Eixav AEAEXTAL KATA TOV TiS 
WANS Hyewova vodv: MEd yao Eva TOV THV GAWV ExEtvov WS AV GOXETUTMOV 6 EV 
EXGOTW TOV XATA LWEQOS AELXOVICBn, TEdNOV TIVa BEd WV TOD PEQOVTOS xal 
é&yakpatopogotvtos avtév- Sv yao Exe. Adyov 6 pEyas Nyenav év Gravte tH 
xOOUW, TOUTOV WS EoLxe xai 6 GvVOEMMLVOS VOts Ev GVOOWNM.. . 

But no one should represent the likeness in terms of bodily form; for God does 
not have a human shape, and the human body is not god-like. The term 
‘image’ is spoken with regard to the dominant part of soul, the mind. In 
relation to a single mind, that of the universe serving as an archetype, the 


6? On the various types of allegory see Runia (1986), 408. 
6 Text Cohn-Wendland, my translation. 
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individual mind in each human being is modelled, as god so to speak to him 
(the body) who bears it and carries it around like a shrine. For it is apparent 
that the place that the great Ruler occupies in the whole cosmos is occupied by 
the human mind in man... 


When Philo describes the mind as ‘a god so to speak to him who bears 
it and carries it around like a shrine’, the phrase is so striking that we 
cannot help suspecting that the description of Moses as ‘god to 
Pharaoh’ is lurking in the background. Admittedly in the psychologic- 
al allegory Pharaoh represents the irrational soul, whereas here Philo 
speaks of the body. But the difference is trivial, because the irrational 
soul is precisely that part of the soul that man needs because he has a 
body. Pharaoh is king of Egypt because he is wedded to the body and 
cannot loosen himself from its fetters. 

The text I have just cited is a unique text in the Corpus Philonicum. 
It is the only occasion in which Philo calls an aspect of man ‘god’ 
outside a strictly allegorical context. One might compare a number of 
texts in which Philo, in commenting on the fifth commandment, 
suggests that parents are 7m a sense ‘gods visible to sight’, because in 
their parenthood they imitate the demiurgic activity of God. But 
danger lurks here. Some persons were so puffed up with their 
importance that they deified themselves. For this reason man should 
be circumcised, so that he bears on his sexual organ the symbol of his 
recognition that God and not he is the true cause of procreation.” In 
Opif. 69 tednov twa also introduces a qualification, albeit a less 
explicit one. The mind is ‘god’ to the body, not in the way that the 
supreme Being is God of all that comes after Him, but in a relative or 
analogical or metaphorical way, that is in the way that Moses is to 
Aaron and Pharaoh (cf. Leg. 1. 40 Woavei yaQ Beds éott tod GAGyoV 6 
vots). 

Against the background of Greek philosophy Philo’s depiction of 
the human mind as @e6c is by no means extraordinary. In Plato man’s 
voic is regularly called Oetoc or 16 Oeiov.” Aristotle follows suit,?! and 
in later writers it is a commonplace.” Moreover, Plato in the 
protreptic climax of the Timaeus describes man’s divine part as his 
daipwv, which falls little short of calling it a 6e6¢.3 This step was 
taken by Aristotle, who in his Protrepticus appears to have alluded to 


69 Spec. 1. 10. For an examination of all the relevant texts see Runia (1986), 251-3. 

70 e.g. Phd. 80a4, Rep. 589d2, Alc. i. 133c1, and especially in the Timaeus (41¢7, 
45a1, 69d6, 73a7, 88b2, goa8, c4). 

1 e.g. De anima 1. 4 408b29; De part. anim. 4. 10 686a29; De gen. anim. 2. 3 
736a28; Nic. Eth. 10.7 1177416, bz8-30; Eud. Eth. 8.2 1248a27. 

7 e.g. Ps. Arist. De mundo 1. 391415: see further Pépin (1971), 5-11 and passim. 

3° Tim. goc4 (allowing a wordplay on the word evdaipwv). On the strong 
Nachwirkung of this text (also in Philo) see Runia (1986), 329 f. In Laws 897b2 Plato 
seems to qualify votc as dei Bedv dO Beois, but the text is rather uncertain. 
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the words of Euripides, 6 votcs yao éotwv év Exdcotw Bedc (for the mind 
in each person is (a) god).”* The same verse is invoked by Cicero in his 
well-known discussion of the immortality of the soul:’5 . . . Homerus 
.. humana ad deos transferebat; divina mallem ad nos. quae autem 
divina? vigere, sapere, invenire, meminisse. ergo animus, ut ego dico, 
divinus est, ut Eurtpides dicere audet, deus. For a final example we 
might turn to the famous last words of Plotinus, who exhorted his 
friends ‘to try to restore the god in you (tov év byiv Bedv) to the divine 
in the all (xQdc 16 év tT navti Oeiov)’.” 

The fact that Philo’s description of man’s vot¢ as ‘a god so to speak’ 
is comprehensible against the background of Greek philosophy does 
not mean that it is indistinguishable from that background. We note, 
for example, that Cicero finds the Euripidean verse audacious, but 
gives it his full approval, whereas Philo feels a need to qualify the 
identification of votdc and Oedc. It is interesting in this context to ask 
ourselves to what extent Philo feels free to follow the conventional use 
of the epithet ‘divine’ to describe the rational soul or mind. He 
certainly does not deliberately avoid this practice, for it is possible to 
collect about a dozen examples.” Yet, given the bulk of his writings 
and the conventionality of the description (especially among Platon- 
ists), one might here too argue a certain reticence on Philo’s part. 

Whether reticent or not, Philo is certainly prepared to call the 
human mind or rational soul ‘divine’ or ‘god-like’. The biblical 
foundation for this is supplied by the two fundamental texts of Mosaic 
anthropology (one of which we have already briefly touched on), Gen. 
1: 26-7 and 2: 7. These two texts are expounded in all their detailed 
complexity in the De opificio mundi and Legum allegoniae, and time 
and time again Philo returns to them when he wants to indicate the 
basic features of man’s makeup. Only the more general framework of 
Philo’s interpretation can be dealt with now.” 


™ Tamblichus Protr. 8 (48. 18 Pistelli)=Arist. Protr. fr. roc Ross, B110 Diiring. 

% Tusc. disp. 1. 65. 

% Porphyry, Vita Plotini 2. 

77 In Runia (1986), 333 I gave six examples (Leg. 2. 95; Det. 29; Ebr. 70; Her. 84; 
Mut. 184; Somn. 1. 34). But I had not yet then seen the valuable discussion of Philo’s 
use of 8eioc¢ at Holladay (1977), 177-83. We should therefore add at least the following 
texts: Opif. 67; Leg. 3. 141; Cher. 93: Det. 90; Post. 184. Drawing on the study of Van 
Camp and Canart (1956) on the use of 6eioc in Plato, Holladay emphasizes the fluidity 
of the term. Often it means little more than ‘wonderful’ or ‘incorporeal/immortal’, i.e. 
the reference to actual divinity is considerably diluted. Holladay’s aim, as noted above 
in n. 23, is to play down the importance of the notion of the 6eioc &vije in Philo. O¢iog is 
hardly ever used of man (exception Vi7t. 177) because man is a temporary conjunct of 
corporeal/mortal body and incorporeal/immortal soul. Only the latter part can be called 
@eioc, which of course is the point that interests us in this article. 

- 7% On Philo’s interpretation of Gen. 1: 26—7 and 2: 7 see now the important study of 
Tobin (1983), in which he argues that the manifold inconsistencies of Philo’s 
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The first account of man’s creation, which Moses presents as taking 
place on the sixth day (Gen. 1: 26-30), is taken by Philo to represent 
the genesis of man as an intelligible and incorporeal being, that is as a 
vots without the encumbrances of o@ua or irrational wuyj. This 
emerges clearly enough in the text Opif. 69 which was cited above. But 
that text is exceptional because it speaks in terms of a direct relation 
between God and man’s vois. Elsewhere Philo insists that the words 
nav’ elxdva Oeod (‘according to the image of God’) convey a double 
relation. Man (primarily as votc) is an image of the divine Logos, 
which in turn is an image of God. So man isan image of an image.” By 
‘image’ (eixwy) Philo means something made in relation to a 
paradigmatic exemplar (magdderyua), as takes place in the Platonic 
theory of ideas which he exploits in order to interpret the Mosaic 
account of creation. The distance between God and man is expressed 
first, by the ontological gap between model and copy (or origin and 
derivative), and secondly by the fact that man is not directly imaged 
on God, but on the Logos which is posterior to Him. ‘ 

In the second account of man’s creation, which is described in Gen. 
2: 7 and is difficult to reconcile ‘chronologically’ with the earlier 
account on the sixth day, Moses portrays God as forming man from 
the earth and ‘in-breathing’ his face with the breath of life, and so 
making him into a living soul. Philo interprets this as meaning that 
man’s body is formed from material components and is ‘in-breathed’ 
by God’s spirit (mvoj Cwiic is equated with xvedua), so that man as a 
ovvayotegov of body and soul comes into existence. The relation 
between God’s xvetpa and man’s rational soul or mind 1s now not one 
of model and copy, but rather one of part and whole. Man’s vois is an 
‘inseparable fragment’ (andéonaopa ot dtaigetév) of the divine soul, 
by which is clearly meant the divine Logos.® The terminology here 
betrays the influence of the Stoic doctrine of the Adéyos as avedpa 
pervading the entire cosmos, but also fragmentarily present in man (in 
Platonism nvedpo is not exploited for anthropological purposes) .*! 

Philo’s loyalty is, as always, to the biblical text. But in giving that 
text a philosophical interpretation he is not just combining Platonist 
and Stoic anthropological doctrines in a mechanical eclectic fashion. 
In Det. 83 he explicitly rejects the materialist notion that the rvedpo 
that man receives is ‘moving air’: it is rather the stamp (tino) and 


interpretation are to be explained in terms of his loyalty to a long tradition of exegesis 
that he himself only partially develops and modifies; cf. the critiques of Winston (JBL 
104 (1985) 558-60) and Runia (1986), 556-8 and see further Winston (1985), 28—30 
and Runia (1986), 334 ff. (with bibliography). 

79 Cf. Opif. 25, Leg. 3. 95-6, Her. 230 f., etc. 

8 Det. go, cf. Opif. 146, Spec. 4. 123, etc. 

81 Cf. Runia (1986), 508, Tarrant (1985) 55 ff. (who argues that the notion of logos 
fills the gap in Middle Platonism). 
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impression (xagaxtyo) of the divine power (i.e. the Logos). In fact 
Philo’s Mosaic anthropology is primarily Platonist, and in contempor- 
ary Platonism the same lack of clarity is found with regard to the 
question of whether man’s rational part is related to the divine in a 
model/copy or a part/whole relation. Thus Philo’s remark at Opi/. 146 
that man is tH¢ paxaoias picews Exuayetov H andonacpa H dnavyaoua 
is rather similar to Plutarch’s statement 1 GvOemm0v wuyxn péeos tt 7 
wipnua tis tod mavtos ovoa (Mor. 441F).82 The reason for the lack of 
clarity 1s to be located in the two interpretative problems posed by the 
creation account in the 7zmaeus of Plato, that is the relation between 
the demiurge and the world-soul and the significance of the fact that 
the ‘soul-mixture’ of both the world-soul and man’s soul is prepared in 
the same crater. (Clarity is finally achieved in Plotinus, who 
distinguished no less less than four kinds of relation: (a) a ‘sister’ 
relation between individual souls, that is the world-soul and human 
souls: (b) a part/whole relation between individual souls and the 
All-soul (i.e. hypostasis); (c) a model/copy relation between the 
noetic cosmos and the sense-perceptible cosmos: (d) a relation of 
procession and reversion between the hypostases of votcs and wuxh).® 

Philo is not deterred by the problem of the two kinds of relation, nor 
does he try to solve it in a theoretical way. He is content, for the most 
part, that the two Genesis texts can be reconciled, and so can be given 
a predominantly Platonist interpretation. This is especially evident in 
the two passages of the Allegorical Commentary in which he gives a 
kind of systematic summary of Mosaic anthropology, Det. 79-90 and 
Plant. 14-27.5+ Man is basically a ovvapotegov consisting of two 
parts, the body and the rational soul or mind.*® It is only with regard to 
the latter that man is in some way related to the divine. This dualism is 
the basic message of the two Mosaic texts,® which Philo can only read 
in the way he does because he is committed to a Platonizing view of 
man’s basic structure.8’? But before we can move on, two extra 
comments have to be made. 

First, it should be noted that, although Philo tends to reconcile the 
two texts and thus put the two kinds of relation on a par, there is some 
evidence that he shows a preference for the model/copy relation such 
as is presented in Gen. 1: 26-7. Not only does he, as we saw before, 


8 Cf. Winston (1985), 29 and n. 7, Runia (1986), 472. 

83 See Helleman-Elgersma (1982). 

& Cf. Runia (1986), 325 ff. 

85 On Philo’s further bipartite and tripartite psychology see ibid. 301-11, 329. 

86 Note how it can be extracted from Gen. 1: 26-7 alone, by contrasting &vOgwzov in 
v. 26 and tév &vOqwnov in v. 27 (Fug. 71-2). 

87 Note the way he deals with the biblical words that God breathes his spirit into 
man’s face, e.g. in Opif. 139, and compare what a modern Jewish philosopher such as 
Levinas does with the same text. 


GOD AND MAN IN PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA 69 


see in the notion of xvetua the danger of a materialist interpretation. 
But at Mut. 223 he explicitly says that it is more reverent for disciples 
of Moses to call man an eixdvosg Oeias Expayetov éumegés (cf. Gen. 1: 
26-7) than a tij¢ tot navtos puyxiis axdonacua (cf. Gen. 2: 7). The 
reason for the remark must surely be a conviction on Philo’s part that 
the (double) model/copy relation distinguishes more clearly between 
God’s true divinity and man’s derived divinity.®8 

The second remark is not unrelated to the first. Besides the texts in 
which Gen. 1: 26-7 and 2: 7 are reconciled, there are also passages in 
which Philo distinguishes between the two and speaks of a double 
creation of mam. In the first text Moses 1s taken to describe the creation 
of a ‘heavenly man’, in the second an ‘earthly man’. The precise 
difference between these two is a matter of considerable controversy. 
In some passages, for example Opif. 134-5 and QG 1. 4 it appears that 
the heavenly man is the paradigmatic exemplar of the earthly man, 
that is belonging to the noetic world. In other texts, for example Leg. 
1. 32 and QG 2. 56, Philo speaks of a pure mind which has no part in 
that which is corporeal and sense-perceptible. This seems to me a 
more plausible view of what can be meant by the heavenly man.® Ina 
limited number of texts Philo shows that he allows for the possibility 
that the human votc can divest itself wholly from the body and the 
irrational soul (cf. the heavenly man created on the sixth day) and 
become ‘enrolled in the noetic cosmos’.” For our purposes the most 
important passages are three remarkable texts— QE 2.29, 40, 46—1in 
which Philo discusses the ascent of Moses in Exod. 24. These texts 
have often been discussed in relation to the theme of Moses’ 
‘divinization’ which was dealt with earlier in this paper.®! But it 
seemed better to postpone the discussion until now, for it is clear that 
Philo envisages Moses in a special condition in which he can hardly 
still be regarded as a man: 


QE 2.29: ‘For when the prophetic mind becomes divinely inspired and filled 
with God, it becomes like the monad, not being at all mixed with any of those 


88 Contra Winston (1985) 29; cf. Tobin (1983), 93, Runia (1986), 472. 

89 Cf. Runia (1986) 334 ff.; but this was written before the publication of Tobin’s 
book and the attempt to interpret Philo’s anthropology without recourse to an Ideal 
man in the platonic sense of the word must remain somewhat problematic. It might be 
tempting simply to identify the intelligible man with the man as pure vodc, in 
anticipation of Plotinus who affirms that ‘the vonté are not outside the voi’ (cf. Enn. 5. 
5, Armstrong (1957)). But the vois would then be on the level of the Logos. How would 
it be individuated, and how does it come to descend? 

% Cf. Gig. 54, 61, Her. 280, OG 4. 138 and the remarks at Runia (1986) 332. 

%! Cf. Goodenough (1935), 226 ff.; Meeks (1967), 364; (1968), 124 ff.; Van der 
Horst (1983), 25. 

% Translation Marcus LCL (but allowance must be made for the inaccuracies 
caused by the indirect transmission). 
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things associated with duality. But he who is resolved into the nature of unity, 
is said to come near God in a kind of family relation (prob. ovyyéveta), for 
having given up and left behind all mortal kinds, he is changed into the divine, 
so that such men become kin to God and truly divine.’ 

QE 2.40: ‘What is the meaning of the words, “Come up to Me to the mountain 
and be there” (Exod. 24: 12)? This signifies that a holy soul is divinized 
(8ecodo8at or Beomogeiobat?) by ascending not to the air or to the ether or to 
heaven (which is) higher than all but a (a region) above the heavens. And 
beyond the world there is no place but God .. .’ 


In the case of Moses man’s characteristic duality is overcome, not only 
to the extent that the soul survives the death of the body, but to the 
extent that the voids achieves a monadic unity that enables it to 
transcend the world of physical reality altogether. It is hardly 
surprising, therefore, that the six days of cloud and the calling up of 
Moses on the seventh day in Exod. 24: 16 encourage Philo to recall the 
creation account: 


QE 2.46: ‘But the calling above of the prophet is a second birth better than the 
first. For the latter is mixed with a body and had corruptible parents (cf. 
Exod. 2: 1-2), while the former is an unmixed and simple sovereign mind. . . 
For he is called on the seventh day, in this (respect) differing from the 
earth-born first moulded man, for the latter came into being from earth and 
with a body, while the former (i.e. the heavenly man) (came) from the ether 
and without a body... .’ 


Clearly this interpretation has very little to do with the text that Moses 
was ‘given as a god to Pharaoh’ (Exod. 7: 1)—1in spite of the 
rapprochements made by scholars—except when that text is allegor- 
ized as referring to the votc. But here there is no relation to Adyoc 
(Aaron) or o@pa (Pharaoh), for now the votc is wholly incorporeal. 
This is the highest form of divinization. But can we still speak of the 
divinization of man? 

Let us turn to one more, to my mind typically Philonic, passage 
before we attempt to reach some conclusions. In Mut. 181-5, 
commenting on Gen. 17: 17, Philo poses the following exegetical 
quaestio: if Abraham is said to have believed in God (Gen. 15: 6), 
how can it be that he here shows signs of doubt in God’s promise that 
Sarah will bear a son and heir? Whoever asks this question seems to 
wish ‘to declare the created uncreated, the mortal immortal, the 
destructible indestructible, and, if itis not blasphemy to say this, man 


%3 Text ibid. This passage is difficult, and not all its problems can now be discussed. 
Especially the words ‘from the ether’ seem surprising (cf. Philo’s remark in QE 2. 40 
cited above). They are missing in the Greek fragment preserved by Procopius (but why 
should the translator make them up?). On the association of the heavenly man not with 
the sixth but the seventh day, cf. Nikiprowetzky (1965), 277, 302 (Tobin does not 
discuss this text). 
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man God’ (tov yevouevov amogaivetv a&yévytov xal tov Ovntov 
aBavatov xai Tov PPaETOV APBaetov xai tov GvBowsov, ci Géuts cineiv, 
Oedv (§181)). It is futile to think that man’s steadfastness can match 
God’s, for there is an essential difference between God and man: 
having a simple nature, God is not a composite being (ovyxoiua); we 
humans on the other hand are mixtures (xeaduata), consisting of a 
mortal and a divine part which are harmoniously blended, but 
distinguishable nevertheless (§184). Blessed (evéaipwv) is the person 
who for the greater part of his life can incline to the better and more 
divine portion, for continual bliss is not possible for the mortal kind 
($185). 

There are here, the reader will agree, a number of themes that are 
by now familiar to us. It would be blasphemous to call man God, or 
even a god, unless careful qualifications are made, such as Philo 
invariably does when discussing the biblical text in which Moses is 
called such by God himself. Nevertheless, when the nature of man’s 
makeup is analysed, it emerges that he does possess a divine part, a 
part through which he is related to God and is able to emulate God in 
right living to some degree. This part is the rational part of the soul or 
the mind. Much, therefore, of Philo’s thought on the relation between 
God and man is summarized by the exegesis in Mut. 181-5. 

As was said earlier on,* Philo’s philosophical conception of man is 
dualist. Man is basically a ovvaydtegov of body and rational soul or 
mind. Both of these parts are created by God, but only with respect to 
one of them, the mind, is man related to Him.® Philo extracts this 
anthropology from the biblical record because he reads it with 
Platonist spectacles. When he reads that man is made in God’s image 
and that God breathes His spirit into man’s face, he could also have 
taken these statements to refer to the whole of man, that 1s, soul and 
body, and not just to one of his parts. Nevertheless, I would not wish 
to suggest that we have here a total abandonment of Judaism in favour 
of Greek philosophical ideas. To start with, Philo does not waver in 
his loyalty to the biblical text, which does provide him with his 
starting point and can be so read. Moreover, it can be argued that 
Philo in fact shares his intellectualistic bias with his colleagues in 
Palestinian Judaism, but gives it a different content, he in terms of 
Greek rational thought, they in terms of the study of the minutiae of 
the Law. 

Philo’s dualism stands in a long tradition, from Plato to Descartes 


9 See above, p. 68. 

95 Philo nowhere denies that man’s body is created by God. It is only with respect to 
the irrational soul that he has doubts, these being prompted by a combination of the 
influence of the Timaeus and the exegetical problems posed by the troublesome plurals 
in Gen. 1: 26 and two other texts. On this subject see Runia (1986), 242-9. 
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and beyond.® This is not the place to subject it to a general 
philosophical critique. There is, however, one specific problem which 
touches on the subject of our paper, the relation between God and 
man, and with this I would like to end my discussion. 

The problem is this: if it is through his mind that man is related to 
God, and that relation is effected through the mediation of the divine 
Logos, can the relation be delimited with any precision? With regard 
to the ‘divine’ we can say without reservation that it stops at the divine 
part of man: those creatures above and including man in the hierarchy 
of living beings are divine, or at least possess a divine part; those 
creatures below man have no part in the divine. But God as supreme 
Being and creator is not co-extensive with the divine. Can Philo make 
clear to us where God’s divinity stops and ‘derived’ divinity starts? 
The role of the Logos is, of course, determinative in answering this 
question. A short answer would be: 


1. The Logos as divine hypostasis has a transcendent and an 
immanent aspect, the former manifest above all in its role as place of 
the noetic cosmos in the process of creation (cf. the model in the 
Timaeus), the latter in its role as providential maintainer of the 
cosmos once it is created (cf. Plato’s world-soul or the Stoic Logos).%” 

2. When man is said to have a model-copy relation to God, Philo is 
thinking particularly of the mediation of Logos in its transcendent 
aspect. 

3. When man is said to have a part—whole relation to God, Philo is 
thinking particularly of the mediation of the Logos in its immanent 
aspect. 


Clearly, therefore, the problem is in large part reduced to the question 
of what Philo intends with his hypostatization of the Logos. It would 
seem to me that Philo faces a dilemma. If he wishes us to understand 
the role of the Logos in a mominalist fashion, then the concept or the 
Logos has the primary function of reminding us of God’s utter 
transcendence: God’s essence is not exhausted in His relation to what 
comes after him (which relation is represented by the Logos). But 
then it is going to be very difficult for Philo to indicate where God’s 
divinity ends and ‘derived’ divinity begins. If man is part of the Logos 
(part—whole relation), and the Logos is only nominally separate from 
God, then (part of) man is part of God. If, however, the Logos is to be 


% For an interesting initiation to the issues involved, see the recent debate between 
Robinson (1983) and Nussbaum (1984), with specific reference to the Aristotelian 
philosophical position. 

%” | ignore here the third aspect, that of instrument of creation (which bridges the 
transcendent and the immanent aspect) ; for a more detailed account see Runia (1986), 
446 ff. 
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understood in a realist fashion as an entity separate from God 
Himself, then man is no longer part of God (since he, as well as the 
Logos, derives his divinity from the creator). But such hypostatiza- 
tion can be seen as a threat to God’s aloneness, in direct confrontation 
with Judaism’s central tenet. There is a third way, namely a double 
Logos instead of a Logos with a double aspect, that is, the 
transcendent Logos rests with God, the immanent Logos belongs to 
what comes after Him. There is no evidence to suggest, however, that 
Philo would wish to introduce such a radical separation in the Logos. 
My impression is that this tension remains unresolved in Philo’s 
doctrine of the Logos, with significant consequences for the clarity of 
his philosophical position on the question of man’s relation to God. 


IV 


The results of our enquiry into Philo’s views on the relation 
between God and man can now be briefly summarized. 

In our analysis it proved profitable to distinguish between a 
theological and a philosophical approach to the problem. in a 
theological perspective Philo thinks primarily in terms of entities in a 
quasi-Aristotelian sense, that is God as 6 ov, the Logos or the powers, 
angels/demons, heavenly bodies, men. The crucial Pentateuchal text 
for Philo in his reflections on man’s relation to God from this angle in 
Exod. 7: 1. Moses, the paragon of excellence to the extent that is 
attainable for man, is a ‘god’ to Pharaoh, and even to his own people, 
but emphatically in no more than a relational sense. In absolute terms 
a better title is ‘man of God’. Moses’ godship can be seen as relational 
because the term 9ed¢ used to describe him is not co-extensive with 
God as supreme being, but is no more than one of His names (in fact 
God has no ‘proper name’ indicative of His essence). 

When Philo approaches the problem from a more philosophically 
orientated perspective, his interest turns to man’s component parts 
and their relation to the divine. Exod. 7: 1 is still relevant here, for it 
can be allegorized in terms of the mind and the body. But the central 
Mosaic texts are now Gen. 1: 26-7 and 2: 7, the two verses in the 
creation account which describe the creation of man. Only part of man 
is related to God, that is his rational soul or mind, and it is that part of 
man that Philo calls ‘divine’ (though not as often as we might expect in 
relation to his philosophical background). Man’s vodc is divine 
because it is in a model-copy relation or a part—-whole relation to the 
divine Logos. It is clear that Philo would not wish to abrogate the 
divide that separates God and man. But it is not easy for him to give a 


98 Cf. Winston (1985), 17 f. on the double Logos symbolized by the High priest’s 
dMOytov (Mos. 2. 127). 
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clear indication of where God’s true divinity ends and man’s derived 
divinity starts. This lack of clarity is inherent in Philo’s Platonism, 
and it draws attention to unresolved tensions that remain in his 
doctrine of the Logos. 
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REVIEW 


Philon von Alexandrien, Uber die Gottesbezeichnung ‘‘wohltdtig 
verzehrendes Feuer’’ (De Deo). Riickiibersetzung des Fragments aus 
dem Armenischen, deutsche Ubersetzung und Kommentar von Folker 
Siegert. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 46. 
J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), Tiibingen, 1988. viii+ 190 pages. Price 
DM 89. 


In 1980, as volume 20 of the same scholarly series, Folker Siegert pub- 
lished a German translation of three short works transmitted to us as 
part of the Armenian Philo, the De Deo, De Jona and De Sampsone. 
This was the first translation of these works into a modern language, 
and it was carried out with direct reference to the Armenian and not via 
the intermediation of the authoritative Latin translation of J. B. 
Aucher. Siegert argued in a brief introduction that all three works were 
Hellenistic-Jewish, but not Philonic. In the intervening years he has 
changed his mind, at least with regard to the fragment De Deo, of whose 
authenticity he is now convinced. Before us lies a much more ambitious 
undertaking, a retroversion of the work back into Philonic Greek, ac- 
companied by an extensive commentary. In more than one respect this 
study is a tour de force. All readers—emphatically including this 
reviéwer—will be envious of the considerable philological skills and the 
remarkable breadth of knowledge displayed in this volume. Siegert is at- 
tempting a feat that has never been achieved before. The result can, in 
our view, be considered a (qualified) success. At the same time, how- 
ever, it raises difficult questions about the status that can be accorded 
this kind of text. These will emerge in the course of this review. 

First it will be useful to give an outline of what the author has placed 
before us. He begins with a brief introduction (1-12), in which he 
outlines the neglect that the fragment has suffered and argues that the 
slavishly literal method of translating practiced by the Hellenophile 
school allows the attempt at retroversion. Here he takes a stand against 
A. Terian, who had asserted in his English translation of the De 
animalibus that ‘a reconstruction of the Greek original is impossible’. 
Next the Armenian text in Aucher’s edition of 1826 is reproduced (13- 
22). There follows the heart of the book, the retranslation of the Frag- 
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ment back into Philonic Greek (23-32). About half of each page is taken 
up with a detailed apparatus, in which the author explains or defends 
his choice of terminology (the choice to give references to Cohn- 
Wendland’s text by volume, page and line numbers only here was not 
a good idea, since many readers will not have direct access to that 
work). On the following pages (33-37) there is a revised translation of 
the work based on the interpretations contained in the retranslation. 
The bulk of the book is taken up with an extensive commentary (39- 
139), which is punctuated by 10 excursus on various topics raised by the 
text. The book ends with a detailed bibliography (140-159) and ex- 
emplary indices (160-190). 

The translated text is only 155 lines in length, but even the briefest 
perusal will show that it is a passage of exceptional interest... Both 
language and content confirm in the clearest terms that the fragment is 
authentically Philonic. Philo is giving an exegesis of the text Gen. 18:1- 
2, in which the LXX speaks of Abraham lifting his eyes and seeing three 
men appear above him. The three men represent, as elsewhere in Philo, 
the supreme being with his chief powers, while Abraham is the soul 
engaged in a mystical vision of being. The chief philosophical interest 
of the text is its preoccupation with the relation between divine 
transcendence and immanence. At one stage Philo cites two texts, Is. 
6:1-2 (the Seraphim) and Deut. 4:24 (God as a devouring fire). Both are 
not found elsewhere in his writings (for the latter cf. Hebrews 12:29). 
These two texts induce Philo to give a cosmology that is more heavily 
impregnated with Stoic ideas than any other in his writings (note the 
definition of nip teyvixdv attributed to té&v ax6 tio ptAocogpiac Svtuwv tivéc, 
= SVF 2.422). At the same time, however, characteristic doctrines ef 
negative theology are employed to emphasize the transcendence of the 
IIpatog “Hyeuwv. There are indications that this is a late work of Philo 
(cf. the self-reference in line 149). It was probably part of the allegorical 
treatise that followed on from De mutatione nominum, which ends its 
exegesis at Gen. 17:22, only a few verses before the main biblical lemma 
of the fragment. 

Passing now to the retroversion, the reviewer finds himself in a dif- 
ficult situation, not being in a position to judge the relation of the Greek 
retranslation to the Armenian text on which it is based. All I can do is 
compare the result with my own intuitions concerning Philonic style and 
diction based on years of familiarity with Philo’s Greek. Let me start 
with two examples of passages which seem to me to be particularly 
successful: 
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“*Depapin’’ épunvevdetat ‘tumor’ H ‘‘Eunonats’’ dvéuata evOuBdrwe éyéveto téav 
Svvéwewv, Sidtt edn xai appayidés ciaw, ofc 6 Tointig tov xdopov tetimexe, 
Stacnatvwy xat entoppayiccuevos excotew tii év totg obar tao a&ppottovoas 


movdtytas. &p’ obv Sta todto voudabnaav ‘‘tbro’’- ‘‘Eumonotc’’? 5é Std tobto... 
(lines 72-76) 


Muvoiig 5 xai thravyéctepdv mya, tt “‘Kupiog 6 Oeds cov nip xatavadtoxov 
éotiv’’: dvadtoxov od pPopomordis, &AAA auwtrpins. 16 yap c@Cew, od td Pbefpew 
% , 2 - > * - vw x > ? x ? >: ef a bd , 
(Sidv gott Oeod. &AAA moOette tows 57 dxovetv tov tpdmov, xa8’ Sv tO d&vaAloxew 
patvonevov 6A6xAnpov Statnpet... (lines 89-93) 


Readers will have no difficulty in recognizing the familiar Philonic 
idioms and terminology. But even here questions remain. In the first ex- 
ample Philo gives two etymologies for the word ‘Seraphim’, which he 
explains one by one. Surely we would expect a pév... dé... construction, 
i.e. dvowa péev edOuBdAws edéyeto vel sim. The perfect tetémexe in the third 
line seems odd; I would expect étunwae (cf. Migr. 103, Mut. 45 etc.; 
there are no cases of usage of the perfect active of tuxéw in Philo; the 
perfect passive occurs at Leg. 3.230, but not in a cosmological context). 
I have no doubt that Siegert is following the Armenian here, but does 
it faithfully represent the Greek? In the second passage I am puzzled by 
the fact that the biblical text contains the verb xatavaAfoxew, but in his 
comments Philo repeatedly uses the word dvadtoxew. This too seems 
contrary to his normal practice. In short, although I recognize a great 
amount of authentic Philonic diction in Siegert’s retroversion, there are 
many individual passages that leave me with severe doubts. I shail 
briefly indicate some of the more striking examples. 


line 12: mpd¢ isdtytog xai Stxatocdvns amopd&v: the metaphorical use of oxopé in 
Philo is very rare (cf. only Mut. 96, Somn. 1.199). There is nothing to stimulate 
such a usage in this context. The division of the light into two indicates equality, 
so one would expect pdc detétv vel sim. If inculcation is meant (which I doubt), 
then yévwyjow would be more expected. 

line 49: The point of the powers as dopupépor is not that they are (éotw) bed¢ and 
xbptog respectively, but that they are called that, i.e. dvoudletar, xaAetrar vel sim. 
line 57: oté\og here is surely an Armenian doublet. 

line 62: dpxovttx% is not Philonic Greek, as Mayer’s index shows. Read épxtx¥. 
line 106: (coc) &x wh dvtog ele td elvar mapaywyh svvtnentixyi. The concept here is 
eminently Philonic, but the language seems to me most improbable. 

line 117: The best parallel is Leg. 1.25, which shows that Philo almost certainly 
Wrote quatxatata. 

line 119: Sd¢t¢ seems an unattractive opposite to 4 tod xdapov Béors. The parallels 
cited are not persuasive. A better reading is suggested by Somn. 1.134 (Jacob’s 
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ladder): xAtuaé toivey év wév tH xdauw supPorixas Aéyetat 6 dhe, ob Baats yév dott 
Yi, xopueny 5’ odpavdc. 

line 121: To my mind it is quite impossible that Philo in a cosmological context 
should write and t&v nepadtev ti¢ olxovusévng ext te mepata (Sic) téta<v)tat. His 
usage of the term oixovyévn is always confined to human culture, as a glance at 
the listing in Mayer’s lexicon s.v. will confirm. Siegert comments (123): ‘Recht 
einfach halt Philon die Grenzen der bewohnten Welt auch schon fiir die Grenzen 
des Kosmos.’ It is a thousand times more likely that the lack of sophistication 
was shown by the Armenian translator than by Philo. 

line 135: If, as Siegert indicates, the word Mwvoatxds is nowhere found in the 
entire Philonic corpus preserved in Greek, how likely is it that it did stand in 
the original version of this fragment? 

line 147: the perfects d&vatétaxe and fpxe seem contrary to Philo’s usual style. 


The purpose of these examples is not to detract from Siegert’s 
achievement, but to underline how difficult a task he has taken on 
himself. A particularly revealing remark is found at the very end of the 
commentary, where he comments on the lines retranslated as Thy etxdva 
avtod xai thy tHv buvavewv améotethev modo judo BonPov arAynddvev xal 
xaxdv... Whichever way we translate the Armenian word kerparan, for 
which the great classical Armenian dictionary of 1836-37 gives 12 
equivalents, no parallel for this statement can be found in Philo’s 
writings. (And indeed the translation offered above, namely eixéva, does 
not convince, since it appears to personalize (and Christianize) the 
Philonic Logos too much; the exegesis of Gen. 18:1-2 would lead one 
to expect a word such as dpacte vel sim.) In other words, the retranslator 
constantly has to make a choice between alternatives, and sometimes 
none of these are satisfactory. ; 

I find it very difficult, therefore, to determine what kind of status 
should be accorded to this retranslated text. It is, after all, a very 
unusual piece. It appears in the same language as the original, yet is two 
steps removed from it. It is endangered by both the Scylla of novelty 
and the Charybdis of familiarity. If a statement appears daringly dif- 
ferent from what Philo says elsewhere, one will have to be suspicious; 
on the other hand, if everything we read is already familiar, the exercise 
will hardly have seemed worth the effort. My overall impression is that 
the retranslation is a significant and highly commendable contribution 
towards a better understanding of this text, much more useful, for ex- 
ample, than the retroversions supplied by Marcus in his translation of 
the Quaestiones. How splendid it would be if we had the whole of the 
Armenian Philo in this retroverted state (but the labour involved would 
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be colossal). On the other hand, it would be naive to think that the final 
result is anything like a reliable guide to Philo’s original text. The 
margin for error is simply excessive. As some of the examples given 
above indicate, it is my suspicion that Siegert’s respect for the abilities 
of the Armenian translator is not seldom excessive. Whoever he was, 
he was a long way removed both in time and place from Philo’s intellec- 
tual environment, and cannot have always been in a position to have 
had an adequate understanding of Philo’s intent. 

We turn, last but not least, to the commentary. Partly its purpose is to 
give further clarification of the interpretation underlying the retransla- 
tion; partly it undertakes to elucidate the text by furnishing a truly im- 
pressive array of parallel and illustratory material. The method, as the 
author explains in his introduction, is ‘begriffsgeschichtlich’. It has, in 
my view, its strengths and its weaknesses. 

The considerable strength of the commentary is that it places the 
Philonic text in the wider context of the development of Greek 
philosophical, Biblical, Jewish, Gnostic and Patristic thought, covering 
a thousand years of intellectual history in a display of great scholarly 
virtuosity. Because the piece, though short, touches on a great number 
of central theological and cosmological themes, Siegert has the oppor- 
tunity to expatiate on themes ranging from negative theology and 
mysticism to Persian court ceremony and the role of the phallus in an- 
cient cosmology. Two discussions that are particularly interesting are on 
the masculinity of the creator (lines 35ff.) and Philo’s ‘desktop ecstasy’ 
(line 65). 

The weakness of the commentary is that it fails to show the coherence 
of Philo’s thinking in the face of the diverse backgrounds against which 
he is viewed. Partly this is the result of the fact that only a certain 
amount could be said in the space of a selective commentary. But the 
problem goes deeper. The author appears to show little awareness of the 
rationale that lies behind Philo’s exegetical method. Clearly the text is 
part of the Allegorical Commentary. It is a classic example of a 
‘chapter’ of a Philonic treatise. The main biblical lemma (Gen. 18:1-2) 
was presumably quoted a little before the surviving text commences; 
smaller sections of the lemma are individually explained; transfer is then 
made to secondary biblical lemmata (Ex. 25:21, Is. 6:1-2, Deut. 4:24, 
Ex. 19:4, Deut. 32:10-12) which illustrate and deepen the meaning of the 
main text; the chapter is rounded off with an edificatory conclusion 
which returns to the main lemma (further discussion on this method in 
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my articles in this journal, 38 (1984) 209-256 and 41 (1987) 105-138). 
Philo’s commentary thus consists of the application of philosophical 
ideas to the words of the biblical text, and thus can hardly be under- 
stood without constant reference to that text. Commenting on the doc- 
trine of the powers in line 48 Siegert rightly affirms: ‘Die Zweizahl... 
ist Philons Fiindlein, 14Bt sich aber auch textimmanent begriinden (my 
emphasis).’ Much more attention could have been paid to the role of the 
biblical text in understanding the fragment. 

A fine example,of the possibilities is found in the opening lines of the 
text. God is described as 6 “Eotag who generates an &oxtog adyy that il- 
luminates the entire soul. This divine light has the nature to divide, as 
it were, the poetic gleams of daylight. The line of thought is incom- 
prehensible here, unless one realizes that Philo is commenting on the 
word peonuBptas in the biblical text. At midday the sun appears to stand 
still in the sky, and objects on the ground cast no shadow (at least in 
the Middle East). Moreover noon divides the day in two, as the etymo- 
logy of the Greek word indicates (from péon jyéea). For Philo these 
astronomical facts form the basis for a complex allegory, the details of 
which are not easy to reconstruct from behind the Armenian 
translation. 

Although Siegert cites many parallel passages from other Philonic 
writings in order to illustrate the text, I wonder whether these were used 
extensively enough. Specifically it should be noted that Gen. 18:1-2 is 
one of those very rare texts which receive detailed exegesis in all three 
of Philo’s series of biblical commentaries. It is a pity that there was no 
systematic comparison with the exegeses in De Abrahamo 119-132 and 
Quaestiones in Genesim 4.2. Even more remarkable is that all three 
passages exist in Armenian translation (De Abrahamo being one of the 
treatises translated into Armenian of which the Greek original still 
exists). One cannot help suspecting that a valuable opportunity was lost 
here, especially for the precise comparison and elucidation of ter- 
minology. 

I conclude my review with some comments on individual passages. 


line 22: A comment might have been made on the defence of Moses’ use of 
seemingly superfluous words, a very common apologetic-exegetical technique in 
Philo; cf. Leg. 3.147, Fug. 54. 

line 32: An interesting parallel for God’s immutability in this context is Somn. 
1.233, where Philo looks at the question from an opposing point of view. I fail 
to see the point of a cross-reference to the lexical study of Kuhr, the inac- 
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cessibility of which can be judged from the fact that it only exists in hand- 
written form. 

line 36: Philo’s conception of God’s \e0¢ expressed through the act of creation 
is profoundly Jewish. The Greek notion of pity is quite different, since, as cor- 
rectly seen by Bultmann in the TWNT article referred to by Siegert, it is ‘an 
emotion roused by contact with an affliciton which come undeservedly on some- 
one else (my emphasis)’. This can hardly be said of the human race in general. 
line 37: The use of odaia to describe ‘matter’ has a Stoic background, as Siegert 
points out. But I am not happy with the translation ‘Substanz’; for Philo in this 
sense the word appears to mean ‘substrate’ or ‘stuff’ (the word can also mean 
‘property’, i.e. one’s things). To say of ‘Philons Problem mit der Materie’ that 
‘der Ursprung der Schwierigkeiten liegt in Philons Inkonsequenz, das 
Platonische uy 6v mit der stoischen ovdeia, also Seiendes mit Nichtseiendem zu 
identifizieren’ is to reify the term and not look at what the author means by it. 
Similarly there is only a confusion between ovcota and ovpBéByxev if the terms are 
used in an Aristotelian sense, which is hardly the case here. Yet another example 
in the comment on line 43: ‘Die an Philon orientierte Riickiiberzetzung fallt 
weniger gnostisch aus als erst angenommen [i.e. in the translation published 
earlier]: jyepov, nicht &exwv.’ Again it is not the term that counts but the 
thought behind it. The Platonic source in the Phaedrus myth, noted by Siegert, 
is decisive; cf. the monograph by Anita Méasson reviewed in this journal, 42 
(1988) 290-295 (who did not exploit this text, even though in line 53 it speaks 
of a ‘flying chariot’). 

line 45ff.: A fascinating parallel text to Mut. 7-17. The affirmation that 6 dv is 
not God’s dvoue tStov xai xdprov derives from an exegesis of Ex. 6:3 (cf. Mut. 13). 
I disagree with Siegert’s interpretation here. Philo’s negative theology does not 
necessarily mean that God has to be denied the predication of Being. 6 dv is not 
a name (cf. Somn. 1.230, which I read differently than Siegert). Later in Cle- 
ment (Str. 5.82) <6 dv is included in the inappropriate names, i.e. the decisive 
step towards Neoplatonism has been made. 

line 65ff.: The view that Philo has a ‘steep’ or high doctrine of scriptural in- 
spiration has been strongly opposed in the recent important monograph by H. 
Burkhardt, Die Inspiration heiliger Schriften bei Philo von Alexandrien 
(Giessen-Basel 1987). 

line 87: ‘Philon weiB, daB die Heilige Schrift Gen 1,26f. den Menschen, und 
nicht den ganzen Kosmos, Gottes eixev sein laBt...’ The reasoning in the impor- 
tant pasage Opif. 24-25, is precisely the other way around; because Moses uses 
the eixwv-relation for man the microcosm, it is legitimate to use it for a 
philosophical exegesis of the first day of creation, as Philo does in Opif. 16-20. 
line 91; The conflicting views on God’s swtnpl« given in Aet. and Prov. I are 
very relevant here. 

line 121: The similarities to the cosmology behind Plant. 1-27 are indeed strik- 
ing; yet that passage is by no means undiluted Stoicism. The parallel with Cle- 
ment Protr. 1.5.2 is not just ‘Fortleben’. J. C. M. van Winden has proved in 
this journal (32 (1978) 208-213) that Clement had the Philonic text on his desk, 
as it were. In the excursus on Phallos and tension the most important Stoic texts 
need to be added, SVF 2.1071-74, which illustrate the start of the cosmogonic 
process by means of Hera’s practising fellatio on Zeus. 
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line 128: The Empedoclean doxa on the six archai is given at Prov. 1.22, a 
passage regarded by many scholars as an interpolation. 

line 147: To say in relation to Philo’s views on divine xpévore that ‘Historie wird 
zur Physik’ is a very one-sided presentation. The entire historical accounts in 
Flacc. and Legat. are practical applications of the doctrine of Providence (cf. 
esp. Flacc. 170 and the conclusion at 191). 

line 149: GroBmann’s list of passages referred to in the expression donxep 3) 
Hreyov modhaxtc is too vague: they are Migr. 183, Abr. 191, Spec. 2.249, Prob. 
13, OG 1.55. 


Further comments, could be added ad libitum, but let these suffice to 
show the exceptional interest of the text presented to us by Siegert. He 
has found a nugget of the purest gold and exploited it to the enrichment 
of Philonic scholarship. 
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ADDENDA AND CORRIGENDA 


This has now been done: R. RADICE and D. T. RUNIA, Philo 
of Alexandria: an Annotated Bibliography 1937-1986, Vigiliae 
Christianae Supplement 8 (Leiden 1988). 

For searching Philo in indices and via the computer, see now 
the companion piece “How to search Philo’, The Studia Philo- 
nica Annual 2 (1990) 106-140 


Jacques Cazeaux has now written a sequel: La trame et la 
chaine: le cycle de Noé, ALGHJ 20 (Leiden 1989). 

The criticism of Cazeaux’s analysis of Mut. 15-17 here was 
unduly harsh. 

The analysis of Deus 86 was developed further in study IV. 
§137-8: the verb cioeAQeiv also occurs in the story of Tamar 
in Gen. 38:16, and so forms a bridge between the two 
subordinate texts. 


My argument would have been aided by use of the study of W. 
GORLER, Undersuchungen zu Ciceros Philosophie (Heidel- 
berg 1974). 

Philo’s use of the Timaeus in this treatise was further analysed 
in my dissertation; see esp. 88-90, 123-6 in the 1986 edition. 
Terian’s edition and commentary on the De animalibus was 
published in 1981. 


Mansfeld’s study has since been published as ‘Philosophy in 
the Service of Scripture: Philo’s Exegetical Strategies’, in 
J. M. DILLON and A. A. LONG (edd.), The Question of 
“Eclecticism” (Berkeley 1988) 70-102. 

See now A. MEASSON, Du char ailé de Zeus a Il’ Arche 
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Study X 
p.132, n.26 


p.133, n.45 


Study XI 
p.75 


p.80, n.42 


Study XII 
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d Alliance: images et mythes platoniciens chez Philon d’ Alex- 
andrie (Paris 1986). 

As Prof. Baltes (Miinster) has pointed out to me, the question 
of quality could have some bearing on the dating of the 
original. The papyrus is a luxuriously produced exemplar 
dated to about 150 A.D. If the original was written 100 or even 
200 years earlier, why should anyone bother to preserve such a 
very ordinary work? I do not think this argument is conclusive. 


The revised edition appeared in 1986. Updated references are: 
n.34, 287-91, 451-6; n.36, 175-6; n.37, 523-52; n.41, 341-6, 
472-5. 

See now V. KAL, On Intuition and Discursive Reasoning in 
Aristotle, Philosophia Antiqua 46 (Leiden 1988). 


On the important parallel text in De Deo, which was neglected 
in this study, see now Study XIII, p.404. 

I must admit to some inconsistency with regard to the name of 
the author of the Didaskalikos. Following Whittaker, I usually 
call him Alcinous, but here the name Albinus has sneaked 
back in. 


For further reflections on the theme see now W. E. HELLE- 
MAN, ‘Philo of Alexandria on Deification and Assimilation to 
God’, The Studia Philonica Annual 2 (1990) 51-71. 


p.404 ad line 65ff. Burckhardt’s monograph was published in 1988. 
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